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By Mr. REILLY : Petition of citizens of Connecticut, in favor
of the Berger old-age pension bill ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, petitions of the Drake Hardware Co., of Burlington,
. Towa; of the Sickels, Preston & Nutting Co., of Davenport,
Towa; of the Luthe Hardware Co., of Des Moines, Towa; of the
E. L. Wilson Hardware Co., of Beaumont, Tex.; and of the
Emery-Waterhouse Co., of Portland, Me., in favor of 1-cent letter
postage; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of the Michigan Retail Hardware Association,
against extension of parcel post; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Anna P, Bradley, treasurer of the New Haven
Branch of the Connectlent Indian Association, indorsing House
bills 16802 and 18244 ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

Also, petition of Charles W. Bevin, of East Hampton, Conn.,
remonstrating against the repeal of the anticanteen law; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SCULLY : Petitions of the Woman's Christian Temper-
ance Unions and churches of the State of New Jersey, for pas-
sage of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liguor bill; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of citizens of New Market, N. J., for passage of
Berger old-age pension bill ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, petition of John A. Ingham, of New Brunswick, N: J.,
for parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

By Mr. J. M. C. SMITH : Petitions of residents of Quincy,
Brighton, and Fulton, Mich., for the passage of the Kenyon-
Sheppard interstate liguor bill; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

Also, petitions of the Methodist Episcopal Church of Waldron,
the Methodist Episcopal Church of Lickley Corners, the Metho-
dist Episcopal Church of South Pittsford, the Masonic Lodge of
Waldron, the Woman's Christian Temperance Union and Pythian
Sisters of Waldron, the Woman's Literary Society of Waldron,
and the Waldron and East Wright Wesley Methodist Churches,
for the passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate ligquor bill;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of citizens of Albion and Kalamazoo, Mich.,
for passage of Berger old-age pension bill; to the Committee on
Pensions,

Also, petitions of the Edwards & Chamberlain Hardware Co.,
of Kalamazoo, Mich.; of 8. F. R. Kedseie and B. A. Bowditeh,
of Pittsford, Mich.; of Larkin Co., Buffalo, N. Y.; and of Ameri-
can League of Associations protesting against parcel post; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. SMITH of New York: Petition of citizens of New
York, against extension of parcel-post service; to the Commit-
tee on the Post Office and Post Rloads.

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: Petitions of citizens of Miles, Tex.,

for constitutional amendment prohibiting manufacture and sale
of intoxicants as a beverage, etc.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SULZER : Petition of Cigar Makers’ Joint Unions of
Greater New York, for exemption from taxation of cigars sup-
plied employees by the manufacturers thereof; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

Also,petition of Manhattan Camp, No. 1, Department of New
York, United Spanish War Veterans, for passage of House bill
17470; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, petitions of D. W. Tallman, of Buffalo, N. Y., and Bot-
tlers and Manufacturers’ Association of New York, for reduc-
tion in duties on sugar; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, resolution of the Fancy Leather Goods Manufacturers'
Association of New York, indorsing House bill 5601 ; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of “ Cammeyer,” of New York, N. Y., protest-
ing against passage of House bill 16844 ; fo the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of Union No. 23, International Printing Press-
men’s and Assistants’ Union of North America, for increased
compensation to pressmen and assistants employed in the Gov-
ernment Printing Office; to the Committee on Printing.

Also, petitions of Detroit (Mich.) Board of Commerce and
the Business Men's Club of Cincinnati, Ohio, relative to pro-
posed international congress of chambers of commerce to be
held in Boston, Mass.; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. TALCOTT of New York : Petition of the First Methodist
Episcopal Church of Ilion, N. Y., for pissage of Kenyon-Shep-
pard interstate liquor biil; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TILSON : Petition of the Central Labor Union of Meri-
den, Conn., favoring the passage of House bill 5970, restoring
to civil-service employees the right to petition Congress; to the
Committee on Reform in the Civil Service.

By Mr. TOWNER: Petition of Miner Chase and other eiti-
zens of Allerton, Iowa, against parcel post; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads,

Also, petition of C. 8. Stryker and other citizens of Creston,
TIowa, favoring the passage of House bill 16214; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. UNDERHILL: Petition of the Maryland Association
of Certified Public Accountants, protesting against employment
by the United States Government of chartered accountants to
exclusion of certified public accountants; to the Committee on
Expenditures in the Navy Department.

Also, petition of citizens of Pennsylvania and New York, pro-
testing against passage of parcel-post legislation; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petitions of the Woman's Christian Temperance Unions
of Horseheads and Waterloo, N. Y., in favor of Kenyon-Shep-
pard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Switchmen’s Union, No. 144, for passage of
House bill 13911; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. UTTER : Petition of ecertain masters, pilots, and own-
ers of vessels for the establishment of a lightship near Block
Island, R. I.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

Also, petition of J. L. Weiser and 12 other citizens of Provi-
dence, R. L., favoring the construction of one battleship in a
Government Navy Yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, petition of Rhode Island Independence Chapter, Daugh-
ters of the American Revolution, favoring House bill 19641, to
provide for the publieation of certain Revolutionary records; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

SENATE.
Tuespay, March 6, 1912.

The Senate met at 12 o'clock m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D. :
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

BEPORT OF DISTRICT EXCISE BOARD (H. DOC. KO. 594).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-«
tion from the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of the operations of the
excise hoard of the District of Columbia for the license year
ended October 31, 1911, which, with the accompanying paper,
was referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia and
ordered to be printed.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatwes, by ©. K. Hemp-
stead, its.enrolling clerk, announced tlm['. the House had- passed
the following bills:

8.4521. An act to aut.honze the change of the name of the
steamer William A. Hawgood; and

8.4728. An act to authorize the change of name of the
steamer Salt Lake City.

The message also announced that the House had passed the
following bills, with amendments, in which it regquested t.he
concurrence of the Senate:

8.339. An act providing for the reappraisement and sale of
certain lands in the town site of Port Angeles, Wash., and for
other purposes;

8.3211. An act authorizing that commission of ensign be given
midshipmen upon graduation from the Naval Academy ; and

8.4151. An act to authorize the Minnesota & International
Railway Co. to construct a bridge across the Mississippi River
at or near Bemidji, in the State of Minnesota.

The message further announced that the House had passed
the following billg, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

H, R.5601. An aet to limit the effect of the regulation of
interstate commerce between the States in goods, wares, and
merchandise wholly or in part manufactured by convict labor
or in any prison or reformatory;

H.R.14083. An act to create a new division of the southern
judicial district of Texas, and to provide for terms of court at
Corpus Christi, Tex., and for a clerk for said court, and for
other purposes;

H. R. 16306. An act to provide for the use of the American
National Red Cross in aid of the land and naval forces in time
of actual or threatened war;

H. R.16612. An aet authorizing and directing the Secretory
of the Interior to convey a certain lot in the city of Alva, Okla.;
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H. R.16661. An act to relinquish, release, remise, and quit-
claim all right, title, and interest of the United States of Amer-
ica in and to all the lands held under claim or color of title by
individuals or private ownership or municipal ownership situ-
ated in the State of Alabama which were reserved, retained, or
set apart to or for the Creek Tribe or Nation of Indians under
and by virtue of the treaty entered into between the United
States of America and the Creek Tribe or Nation of Indians on
March 24, 1832;

I, R.17032. An act authorizinz the Secretary of the Interior
to grant further extension of time within which to make proof
on desert-land entries in the counties of Modoc and Lassen,
Cal.;

H. R.17239. An act to authorize Arkansas & Memphis Rail-
way Bridge & Terminal Co. to construct, maintain, and operate
a bridge across the Mississippi River;

H. R.19638. An act to authorize San Antonlo, Rockport &
Mexican Railway Co. to construct a bridge across the Morris &
Cummings Channel ;

H. R.19863. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to subdivide and extend the deferred payments of settlers in the
Kiowa-Comanche and Apache ceded lands in Oklahoma ;

H. I 20048. An act declaring that all citizens of Porto Rico
and certain natives permanently residing in said island shall be
citizens of the United States; and

H. R.20117. An act to authorize the Nebraska-Iowa Inter-
state Bridge Co. to construct a bridge across the Missouri River
near Bellevue, Nebr.

ENEROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the following. enrolled bills, and they were there-
upon signed by the Vice President: -

S. 2453. An act for the relief of Benjamin F. Martz, and for
other purposes; and

H. IR. 13570. An act to amend an act entitled “An act granting
to certain employees of the United States the right to receive
from it compensation for injuries sustained in the course of
their employment,” approved May 30, 1908.

COMMISSION OF ENSIGN.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (8. 3211) au-
thorizing that commission of ensign be given midshipmen upon
graduation from the Naval Academy, which wag, on page 2, line
4, after the word “Act,” to strike out all down to and including
line 10.

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate concur in the amend-
ment of the House. j

The motion was agreed to.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a petition of sundry eiti-
zens of Laclede, Mo., praying for the enactment of an interstate
liquor law to prevent tlie nullification of State liquor laws by
outside dealers, which was referred to the Cemmiftee on the
Judiciary.

He also presented petitions of Cigar Makers' Local Union No.
460, of San Juan; the joint advisory board of the Cigar Mak-
ers’ Local Unions of Porto Rico; Journeymen Tailors’ Loeal
Union No. 189, of Arecibo; Carpenters and Joiners' Local Union
No. 1304, of San Juan; and of Carpenters and Joiners’ Local
Union No. 1450, of San Juan, all in the Territory of Porto Rico,
praying for the creation of a department of labor and agricul-
ture in that Territory, which were referred to the Committee
on Pacific Islands and Porto Rico.

He also presented petitions of Carpenters and Joiners’ Local
Union No. 145, of San Juan; Cigar Makers' Local Union No.
460, of San Juan; the joint advisory board of Cigar Makers'
Local Unions of Porto Rico; Carpenters and Joiners’ Local
Union No. 1380, of Santurce; and of Carpenters and Joiners'
YLocal Union No. 13, of Puerta de Tierre, San Juan, all in the
Territory of Porto Rico, praying for the enactment of legisla-
tion giving citizens of Porto Rico the right to be citizens of the
United States, which were referred to the Committee on Pacific
Islands and Porto Rico.

Mr. CULLOM presented memorials of sundry citizens of New
Jersey, Connecticut, New York, Minnesota, and Massachusetts,
remonstrating against the ratification of the proposed treaties
of arbitration between the United States, Great Britain, and
France, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Kansas
City, Mo., praying that an appropriation of $50,000 be made to
defray the expense of entertaining foreign delegates to the Fifth
International Congress of Chambers of Commerce, which was
referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Freeport
and Quiney, in the State of Illinois, remonstrating against the
extension of the parcel-post system beyond its present limita-
tions, which were referred to the Committee on Post Offices
and Post Roads.

He also presented a petition of sundry ecitizens of Belleville,
11l., praying for the enactment of legislation to provide for the
construction of one of the proposed new battleships at a Gov-
ernment navy yard, which was referred to the Committee on
Naval Affairs,

Mr. GALLINGER presented petitions of the congregation
of the Free Baptist Church of Ashland and of sundry citizens
of Ashland, in the State of New Hampshire, praying for the
enactment of an interstate liquor law to prevent the nullifica-
tion of State liquor laws by outside dealers, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of members of the Natlonal
Capital Dental Society, of the District of Columbia, praying
for the enactment of legislation to regulate the practice of
pharmacy and sale of polsons in the District of Columbia,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. WETMORE presented a memorial of members of the
Irish-American Club, of Pawtocket, R. I, and a memorial of
sundry citizens of Blackstone Valley, R. I, remonstrating
against the ratification of the proposed treaties of arbitration
between the United States, Great Britain, and France, which
were ordered to lie on the table,

He also presented resolutions adopted at a mass meeting of
citizens of River Point, R. I., remonsirating against the rati-
fication of the proposed treaties of arbitration between the
United States, Great Britain, and France, and also against the
ratification of any future treaties involving the Monroe doc-
trine, etc., which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan presented a memorial of members of
the Commercial Association of Pontiaec, Mich., remonstrating
against any political interference in the impending coal strike,
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. OVERMAN presented a petition of the congregation of
the Methodist Episcopal Chuarch of Newton Grove, N. (., and a
petition of the congregation of the Methodist Episcopal Church
of Wesley Chapel, N. C.,, praying for the enactment of an inter-
state liguor law to prevent the nullification of State liquor laws
by outside dealers, which were referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. SMITH of Maryland presented petitions of the congrega-
tions of the Methodist Episcopal Church and the Bates Me-
morial Methodist Protestant Church and of the Woman's Chris-
tian Temperance Union, of Snow Hill, and a petition of sundry
citizens of Sherwood and Baltimore County, all in the State of

Maryland, praying for the enactment of an interstate liguor law

to prevent the nullification of State lignor laws by outside deal-
ers, and remonstrating against the repeal of the anticanteen
law, which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. WATSON presented petitions of sundry citizens of Clarks-
burg, Salem, Wilsonburg, Everson, Weston, Moundsville, New
Cumberland, Bristol, Lowman, Parkersburg, Cameron, Hundred,
Littleton, Wellsburg, and Fairmont, all in the State of West
Virginia, praying for the enactment of an interstate liquor law
to prevent the nullification of State liquor laws by outside deal-
ers, which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CULBERSON presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Waxahachie, Tex., remonstrating against the extension of the
parcel-post system beyond its present limitations, which was
referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. WARREN presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Casper, Wyo., remonstrating against the extension of the par-
cel-post system beyond its present limitations, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina presented petitions of sundry
citizens of Little Rock, Prosperity, Denmark, Springfield, Con-
way, St. George, Edgefield, Florence, Newberry, Pelion, Con-
garee, Manning, Summerville, Branchville, Pinewood, New
Brookland, Lancaster, and Horrell, all in the State of South
Carolina, praying for the enactment of an interstate liguor law
to prevent the nullification of State liquor laws by outside deal-
ers, which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Edisto Is-
land and Beaufort, in the State of South Carolina, praying for
the establishment of a parcel-post system, which were referred
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Reads.

e also presented a memorial of members of the National
German-American Alliance, of Charleston, 8. C., remonstrating
against the enactment of an interstate liquor law to prevent the
nullification of State liquor laws by outside dealers, which was
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Columbia,
Florence, Sumter, and Dillon, all in the State of South Caro-
lina, remonstrating against the extension of the parecel-post
system beyond its present limitations, which were referred to
the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. GARDNER presented petitions of North Searboro Grange,
Patrons of Husbandry; of the Woman's Christian Temperance
Union of Greenville; of members of the Thursday Club, of
Biddeford; and of sundry citizens of Corinth, all in the State
of Maine, praying for the ratification of the proposed treaties
of arbitration between the United States, Great Britain, and
France, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of the congregations of the Meth-
odist Episcopal Churches of Woolwich and Dresden Mills; the
Methodist Churches of Old Orchard and New Harbor; of mem-
bers of the Sunday school of the Methodist Church of Old
Orchard; of the Woman'’s Christian Temperance Union of
Camden ; and of Local Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, of Turner,
all in the State of Maine, praying for the enactment of legisla-
tion to prevent the nullification of State liquor laws by outside
liguor dealers, which were referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. GRONNA presented a memorial of the North Dakota Re-
tail Hardware Association, in convention at Fargo, N. Dak.,
and a memeorial of sundry northwestern merchants, in conven-
tion at Duluth, Minn., remonstrating against the establishment
of a parcel-post system, which were referred to the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of New Salem,
Dickinson, Medina, Fargo, La Moure, Bismark, Driscoll, Up-
ham, and Jamestown, all in the State of North Dakota, remon-
strating against the repeal of the oleomargarine law, which
were referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
~ Mr. McLEAN presented a petition of Washington Camp, No.
9, Patriotic Order Sons of America, of New Britain, Conn.,
praying for the enactment of legislation to further restrict im-
g;lgrattbn. which was referred to the Conimittee on Immigra-

on.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Bridgeport
and Naugatuck, in the State of Connecticut, remonstrating
against the ratification of the proposed treaties of arbitration
between the United States, Great Britain, and France, which
were ordered fo lie on the table.

He also presented memorials of the Woman’s Christian Tem-
perance Union of Thomaston, Conn., remonstrating against the
repeal of the anticanteen law, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

He also presented petitions of Local Division No. 45, Sons of
Temperance, of South Manchester; of the Young People's
Christian Endeavor Society of the South Congregational Church,
of New Britain; and of William I. Hambridge, of Danbury, all
in the State of Connecticut, praying for the enactment of an
interstate liquor law to prevent the nullification of State liguor
laws by outside’ liquor dealers, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. RAYNER presented petitions of the congregations of the
Methodist Episcopal Church of Wye Mills, and of the Seventh-
day Adventist Church of Takoma Park, of the Permanent Board
of Baltimore Yearly Meeting of Friends, and of the Woman's
Chiristian Temperance Union of Cumberland, all in the State of
Maryland, praying for the enactment of an interstate liquor
law to prevent the nullification of State liquor laws by outside
dealers, which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary,

He also presented a petition of the Organization of Asso-
ciated Blind Women of Maryland, of Baltimore, Md.. and the
petition of Edwin B. Niver, rector of Christ Church, Baltimore,
Md., praying for the ratification of the proposed treaties of
arbitration between the United States, Great Britain, and
France, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. LODGE presented petitions of sundry citizens of Gardner,
Mass., praying for the enactment of an interstate liquor law to
prevent the nullification of State liquor laws by outside dealers,
which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. PAGE presented petitions of sundry citizens of Johnson
and Roxbury, in the State of Vermont, praying for a reduction
of the duty on raw and refined sugars, which were referred
fo the Committee on Finance.

Mr. "BRIGGS presented memorials of sundry citizens of
Passaic, Dover, and Newark, all in the State of New Jersey,
remonstrating against the ratification of the proposed treaties
of arbitration between the United States, Great Britain, and
France, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of Printing Pressmen’s Union
No. 31, of Newark, N. J., praying for the enactment of legis-
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lation to increase the rate of compensation for pressmen em-
ployed at the Government Printing Office, which was ordered
to lie on the table.

Mr. CLAPP presented a petition of the Trades and Labor
Assembly of St. Paul, Minn, praying for the enactment of
legislation restoring to certain Government employees their
inherent rights as American citizens, which was referred to
the Committee on Civil Service and Retrenchment.

He also presented a petition of the Town Council of Lind-
strom, Minn., praying for the enactment of legislation provid-
ing for the reconstruction of the old Nevers Dam in the counties
of Chisago and Polk, in that State, which was referred to the
Committee on Commerce.

Mr. ROOT presenfed petitions of sundry citizens of Worces-
ter, Glen Falls, and Ludlowville, all in the State of New
York, praying for the enactment of an interstate liquor law to
prevent the nullification of State liquor laws by outside liquor
dealers, which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Gouverneur
and Rock Valley, in the State of New York, praying for the
establishment of a parcel-post system, which were referred to
the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented petitions of the Rajah Auto-Supply Co., of
Bloomfield ; the Diamond Expansion Bolt Co., of Garwood; and
of sundry citizens of Jersey City, Newark, Paterson, Trenton,
and Plainfield, all in the State of New Jersey, and of sundry
citizens of Easton, Pa., and Frederick, Md., praying for the
adoption of a 1-cent letter postage, which were referred to the
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. OLIVER presented memorials of sundry citizens of
Wilkes-Barre, Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh, all in the State of
Pennsylvania, remonstrating against the ratification of the pro-
posed treaties of arbifration between the United States, Great
Britain, and France, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of the congregation of the Metho-
dist Episcopal Church of Alverton and of the Woman’s Chris-
tian Temperance Unions of Sheridan and Ambridge, all in the
State of Pennsylvania, praying for the enactment of an inter-
state liquor law to prevent the nullification of State liquor laws
by outside dealers, which were referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of Local Grange No. 91, Patrons
of Husbandry, of Russellville, Pa.,, and a petition of Local
Grange No. 6, Patrons of Husbandry, of Huntingdon, Pa., pray-
ing for the adoption of certain amendments to the oleomarga-
rine law, which were referred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

He also presented a memorial of Colonel John W. Patterson
Post, No. 151, Department of Pennsylvania, Grand Army of the
Republie, of Pittsburgh, Pa., and a memorial of Brandywine
Post, No. 54, Department of Pennsylvania, Grand Army of the
Republic, of Coatesville, Pa., remonstrating against the proposed
abolishment of United States pension agencies and their con-
centration in Washington, D. C., which were referred to the
Committee on Pensions,

Mr. PENROSE presented a memeorial of Brandywine Post,
No. 54, Department of Pennsylvania, Grand Army of the Ile-
publie, of Coatesville, Pa., and a memorial of the Allegheny
County Grand Army Association, of Pennsylvania, remonstrating
against the abolishment of the United States pension agencies
and their concenfration in Washington, D. C., which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Pensions.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. MYERS:

A bill (8. 5653) to amend section 2301 of the Revised Statutes
of the United States relating to homesteads; to the Committee
on Public Lands.

A bill (8. 5654) to provide for referring, for adjudication, to
the Court of Claims certain claims of the Assinaboine Tribe
of Indians, in the State of Montana, against the United States,
for the recovery of certain moneys for the value of certain lands
and certain annuifies, provisions, and supplies, and fo clothe
the Court of Claims with jurisdiction to hear and determine a
suit or suits by said tribe of Indians therefor; to the Committee
on Claims.

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland:

A bill (8. 5655) granting a pension to Mary Meade Sands; to
the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. CULBERSON:

A bill (8. 5656) granting an increase of pension to Marcellus
Moore (with accompanying paper) ; to the Commitfee on Pen-

sions,
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By Mr. WATSON:

A bill (8. 5657) granting an increase of pension to Andrew
King; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. DU PONT:

A bill (8. 5658) granting to the El Paso & Southwestern Rail-
road Co., a corporation organized and existing under the laws of

. tlie Territory and State of Arizona, a right of way through the
Fort Huachuea Military Reservation, in the State of Arizona, and
authorizing said corporation and its successors or assigns to
construct and operate a railway through said Fort Huachuca
Military Reservation, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Military Affairs. g

By Mr. O'GORMAN:

A bill (8. 5659) to supplement and amiend an act entitled
“An act to authorize the New York & New Jersey Bridge Cos.
to construct and maintain a bridge acress the Hudson River
between New York City and the State of New Jersey,” ap-
proved June 7, 1894 ; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. GUGGENHEIM :

A bill (8. 5660) granting to the city of Colorado Springs and
to the town of Manitou, Colo., the right to purchase certain
lands for the protection of water supply; to the Committee on
Publie Lands.

By Mr. PENROSE:

A bill (8. 5061) granting an increase of pension to Jefferson
Wyckoff ;

A bill (8. 5662) granting an inerease of pension fo Thomas T.
Paxton; and

A bill (8. 5663) granting an increase of pension to Henry M.
Means (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

AMENDMENTS TO APPEOPRIATION BILLS.

Mr. DU PONT submitted an amendment relative to reenlist-
ments in the Army or in the Signal Corps after the President
shall by proclamation have called upon honorably discharged
soldiers of the Regular Army to present themselves within a
specified period, etec., intended to be proposed by him to the
Army appropriation bill, which was referred to the Committee
on Military Affairs and ordered to be printed.

He also submitted an amendment relative to the detachments
of certain officers in the Army, etc., intended to be proposed by
him to the Army appropriation bill, which was referred to the
Commiftee on Military Affairs and ordered to be printed.

Mr. CLAPP submitted an amendment proposing to appro-
priate $1,500 for the extension of a ditch at the Pipestone In-
dian School, Minnesota, etc., intended to be proposed by him
to the Indian appropriation bill, which was referred to the
Committee on Indian Affairs and ordered to be printed.

OMNIBUS CLATMS BILL.

Mr. LODGE submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 19115) making appropriation
for payment of certain claims in accordanee with findings of
the Court of Claims, reported under the provisions of the acts
approved March 8, 1883, and March 3, 1887, and commonly
known as the Bowman aund Tucker Acts, which was referred
to the Committee on Claims (with accompanying paper) and
ordered to be printed.

THE POSTAL SERVICE (8. DOC. NO. 879).

Mr. GARDNER. On the 26th of February I introduced a bill
(8. 5474) to provide for the general welfare and to regulate
commerce with foreign countries and between the several States
and to increase and enlarge the facilities and efficiency of the
Post Office Department. Since that time I have compiled some
statistics on the subject. I ask unanimous consent to have
5,000 additional copies printed as a Senate document for the
use of the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the order asked
for by the Senator from Maine is entered.

The order as agreed to was reduced to writing, as follows:

Ordered, That 5,000 additional copies of the document *“ The Parcel
Post and High Cost of Living, a Problem in Express Service; Relief
to Consumers and ress Shippers Through Postal Express,” be
printed for the use of Senate.

THE LAWRENCE (MASS.) STRIKE.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there other morning business?

Mr. POINDEXTER. I move to take from the calendar for
present consideration Senate resolution 231

Mr. LODGE. Has the morning business been concluded?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair has not announced the
conclusion of morning business. The Senator from Washington
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the
following resolution:

The SECRETARY. Order of Business 357, Senate resolution 231,

a resolution by Mr. PorNpExTER for the investigation and report

by the Secretary of Commerce and Labor regarding certain
labor conditions in Lawrence, Mass.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I should like to ask the Senator
from Washington a gquestion. He has made a number of in-
effectual attempts to get the resolution before the Senate, which,
I regret, were not successful. The other day when it was under
discussion the last clause seemed the cause of debate. I should
like to ask the Senator from Washington whether that clause
has been eliminated? ;

Mr. POINDEXTER. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. And practically the suggestion of
the Senator from Texas [Mr. CuLsersoN] has prevailed.

Mr. POINDEXTER. Yes; my suggestion has the effect of
aceepting the amendment proposed by the Senator from Texas.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The conduct of the local authori-
ties is obviated in ifs present form. I ean see no objection to
the resolution, and hope it may be considered this morning.

Mr. POINDEXTER. Any objection made on that account is
obviated.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I am in favor of the resolution of
the Senator from Washington.

Mr. CULBERSON. I will state to the Senator that my un-
derstanding is that the amendment is still pending.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment offered by the
Senator from Texas is still pending.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. It has been accepted, I understand.

Mr. CULLOM. Mr. President, I think we ought to have the
regular order. 5

Mr. CULBERSON. If the Senator in charge of the resolu-
tion accepts the amendment——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Illinois demands
the regular order. That is an objeetion to the present consid-
eration of the resolution.

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President, I make the point that
there is no quorum present.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the noll

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names: \

Bacon Cullom Root

Bourne Curtis Lorimer Bmith, Ga.
Brandegee Dillingham McLean Smith, Md.
Dixon Martin, Va. Smith, Mich.
Bristow duo Pont Martine, N. J Smith, B. C.
Brown Foster ers tephenson
Burnham Gallinger Nixon Sutherland
Burton Gardner O'Gorman Swanson
C Gronna Overman Thornton
Cllpg Guggenhelm Pa Tillman
Clark, Wyo Heyburn Perkins Townsend
Clarke, Ark. Johmson, Me. Po er arren
Crane Johnston, Ala. Pomerene Watson
Crawford Eenyon Rayner Wetmore
berson Richardson

Mr. CRAWFORD. I am sorry to state that my colleague
[Mr. GamBrE] is necessarily absent on business. I will state
for the day that he has a general pair with the junior Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. Davis].

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty Senators have answered
to the roll call. A gunorum of the Senate is present. Is there
other morning business?

DUTY ON LEAD AND ZINC ORE.

Mr. CLAPP. I ask to have a letter I have received from
A. L. Warner, of Duluth, Minn., inserted in the Rzcosp. It re-
lates to the tariff on lead and zinc ore, or concentrates, and
seems to be a very fair discussion of that question. I desire to
have it for use in the consideration of that subject. .

The VIOCE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Mimmesota? The Chair hears none, and the
order is entered.

The letter is as follows:

Hon. Mosgs E. CLarp,
Washington, D. 0.

DepArR SENATOR: I have been watching with a great deal of Interest
the developments of the bill which is now before the Senate applying
to duty on lead and zinc ere, or concentrates. I have also taken con-
siderable trouble to ascertain the facts in connection with the mining
and smelting of zine in the United States, Canada, and old Mexico.

I received a glay of the Wallace Miner, which is ﬂ;hltshed in Wal-
lace, Idaho, da February 15, 1912. I inelose a eclipping from this
pa enti * tarilf reduction.” _

?\%Ellaee is iocated in a little valley in the Coeur d’Alene distriet, I
am quite familiar with the mining conditions in this district, and also
with conditions in lead ecamps in Canada adjoining the Coeur d'Alene.
The same wages are to miners in both districts, and the eost of
operating and m‘“{‘.ﬁ‘f is practiuﬂé the same, as the mines are on the
same separa only by the international border. Therefore there
timate reason why the duty should be tmgosad on_ lead and

Ing from the Coeur d’Alene district in
Canada into the United States.
e basls of tari

Th ff in my opinion is based upon labor. Labor and
natural conditions being the same in two countries, there is no reason
why the tariff should be imposed against products of elther country,
where the cost of production is the same.

DuLUTH, MINXN., February 2§, 1912,

is mo
zinc ore, or concenirates coming
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I am connected with a proPerty in the Coeur d'Alene district, which

has been operated for about two years. We are pnytnf at the present
time for crosscutting and drifting in our mine $9 per foot for a crogs-
cut 63 by 7. The average price of work of this kind in the district

iz $10 per foot. These figures are based on actual contracts for develop-
ment work, therefore they are correct.

I note by the in tor's report, which I am inclosing to you, that
they refer to labor of Mexico and ﬁpain, which Is paid an av?rage wa;ﬁ
of about 50 cents &)er day. This statement is absolutely false. I
connected with, and, in fact, muaginf a company operating in Mexico,
near Cananea, Soncra. We are mining lead, zine, and cg?er. Thé
average cost for mining and milling the past year was $3.70 per ton,
We are pa{ln,g Mexican labor $1.60 per da{n gol . It is ineficlent labor,
and It will take at least two Mexican minérs to do as much work in
10 hours as It will one American miner to do the same amount of work
in the same time—wholly on account of the Mexican miner bein
ineficlent and inexperienced and not able to do the amount of wor
that the American miner can do. -

The contract price for crosscutting and drifting in the Camanea
district is $10 per foot gold, We have recently let a contract for cross-
cutting 150 feet for which we paid $10 per foot for the work. This
work was let by contract to competitive bidders. Therefore the labor
cost per ton for mining ore In Mexico is etiual to the cost per ton for
the same work In the Coeur d’Alene district in Idaho or Canada. The
expense of operating in Mexico is about 15 per cent higher than in the
United States. Lumber iz higher, groceries are higher, steel is higher,
and clothing is higher. Therefore, the operating of a mining industry
in Mexico is more expensive and costs more per ton to mine and produce
ore than it does in the Coeur d’Alene district in Idaho or the Joplin
distriet of Missotrl

In a conversation last week with Mr. Fred Hugo, of Duluth, who is
mansg‘lnf a zinc property. in the Joplin district, Missouri, he told me
that their cost of mining and milling was less than $3 per ton in that
district. Mr. Hugo is also interested with me in the property near
Cananea, Sonora. He sald our cost was too high, and if our mine was
located in the United States, where it could be more cheaply operated,
it would be worth double what it is to-day.

When you get the honest orinion of operators in the zine districts
of the United States, they will tell you, if they are familiar with the
facts, that the cost of production is less in the United States per ton
than in Mexico. It is true that some of the leading furnace men of the
United States are bitterly opposed to the tariff reduction on lead and
zin¢ ore or concentrates. Is applies only to lead and zine furnace
companlies that have a supply for their furnaces. The furnace com-
panies who depend on buying their ore in the open market are in favor
of free lead and zine coming into the United States from Mexico, for
the reason that there is a broader market which can not be as easily
controlled and will be a great benefit in supplying their smelters.

I met the Congressman representing Oklahoma on the train, He was
going to Bartlesville to look the situation over. He told me that the
smelters in the Bartlesville disirict were very anxious for free zine from
Mexico, for they depended on th2 small mines to keep their smelters
mnnin?, for they buy their zinc ore or concentrates in the open market.

The arge lea s.n(fr zine smelting companies, such as the Guggenheims,
the New Jersey Lead & Zine Co., the American Lead & Zine Co., and
other smelting companies in the States who own and control lead and
zinc properties are bitterly opposed to admitting lead and zinc from any
country into the States free. By keeping out lead and zinc ores or
concentrates, owning and operating mines to supply their smelters, they
can practically control the lead and zinc business in the States, there-
fore they would be osponed to admitting lead and zine ores or con-
centrates free, for by doing so it would broaden the market so it would
not be as easy to control, and the broad market would ist the smaller
smelters to build up larger smeltlng industries in the Btates, which
would stimulate competition.

I am also advised the Guggenheims are making quite extensive plans
for increasing their smelter capacity in Mexico. In my opinion this
question solves itself down to a few concerns controlling the lead and
gine business of the world. If these enterprises or smelting concerns
are able to keep lead and zine ore or concentrates from coming Into the
Tnited States free of duty and control the lead and zinc industry of the
United Stdtes and build smelters in Mexico to control the lead and
zine business in Mexico, they are building up a monopoly that will be
far harder to cope with than the Steel Trust or the Btandard Oil Co.
It also builds np industries in a foreign country which would come to
the United States if the duty was taken off of lead and zine ore or con-
centrates, so that the A)rodnct could be shipped to the States and manu-
factured here. Instead of its being a detriment to the laboring class in
the United States It would be a benefit to them, as It will not reduce
the wages, but will increase the smelting business in the States, which
will make more work for the laboring man and will build up industries
in our own country and not in a foreign country.

Notwithstanding the fact that it costs more to mine and concentrate
ore in Mexico than it does in the United States, we have a freight
charge of $5.50 per ton from our mines to the nearest smelter. In the
Joplin district the smelters are practically at the door of the mines.
The freight rate from the mines in Idaho to smelters is less than in
Mexico. 1 am told the rate is $4.50 per ton. The exact amount can be
easily ascertained.

1 trust that you will consider this matter carefully and thoroughly
investigate the facts in connection with the bill now pending in the
United States Senate, which places zinc ore from Mexico on the free
list. I feel qoaltive that the P!acing of zinc and lead ores from Mexico
on the free list is in the interests of the majority of our people and
that it will build op and foster the zine-smelting industry in our

country. F
Yours, very truly, A. L. WARNER.

SUGAR-TARIFF REDUCTION (S. DOC. NO. 378).

Mr. CURTIS. I have a copy of a brief digest of the testi-
mony embodied in the hearings held before the Hardwick
special committee on the investigation of the American Sugar
Refining Co and others, compiled by Truman G. Palmer, on
the subject of sugar-tariff reduction.” I move that the digest
be printed as a Senate document.

The motion was agreed to.

DUTY ON RAW SUGAR (8. DOC. NO. 377).

Mr. CURTIS. I have a paper containing 24 arguments ad-
vanced by the New York refiners of raw sugar favoring the
reduction or removal of the duty on foreign raw sugar, the

wrecking of the people’'s home beet-sugar industry, and re-
establishing in the refiners an absolute monopoly of the sugar
business and consequent control of prices to the consumer, to-
gether with a reply to each argument, which has been prepared
by Truman G. Palmer. I move that the matter be printed as a
Senate document. :
The motion was agreed to.
PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS.

A message from the President of the United States, by Mr,
Latta, executive clerk, announced that the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts:

On February 29, 1912:

§.4475. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to simplify
the issue of enrollments and licenses of vessels of the United
States.”

On March 1, 1912: .

__S.238, An act to authorize the extension of Lamont Street
NW., in the District of Columbia.

On March 4, 1912:

8.3776. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Board
of County Commissioners of Lincoln County, State of Montana,
to construct, maintain, and operate three bridges across the -
Kootenai River, in the State of Montana; and

S.4749. An act relative to members of the female nurse corps
serving in Alaska or at places without the limits of the United
States.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED,

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles
and referred to the Committee on Public Lands:

H. R. 16612. An act authorizing and directing the Secretary
of the Interior to convey a certain lot in the city of Alva,
Okla. ; and :

H.R. 17032, An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to grant further extension of time within which to make proof
on desert-land entries in the counties of Modoc and Lassen, Cal.

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles
and referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs:

H. R.16661. An act to relinquish, release, remise, and quit-
claim all right, title, and interest of the United States of Amer-
ica in and to all the lands held under claim or color of title by
individuals or private ownership or municipal ownership situ-
ated in the State of Alabama which were reserved, retained, or
set apart to or for the Creek Tribe or Nation of Indians under
and by virtue of the freaty entered into befween the United
States of America and the Creek Tribe or Nation of Indians on
March 24, 1832; and

H. R.19863. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to subdivide and extend the deferred payments of settlers in the
Kiowa-Comanche and Apache ceded lands in Oklahoma.

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles
and referred to the Committee on Commerce:

H. R.17239. An act to authorize Arkansas & Memphis Rail-
way Bridge & Terminal Co. to construct, maintain, and operate
a bridge across the Mississippi River;

H.R.19638. An act to authorize San Anfonio, Rockport &
Mexican Railway Co. to construct a bridge across the Morris
and Cummings Channel; and

H. R. 20117. An act to authorize the Nebraska-Towa Inter-
state Bridge Co. to construct a bridge across the Missouri River
near Bellevue, Nebr.

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles
and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary:

H. R.5601. An act to limit the effect of the regulation of
-interstate commerce between the States in goods, wares, and
merchandise wholly or in part manufactured by convict labor
or in any prison or reformatory; and

H. R.14083. An act to create a new division of the southern
judicial district of Texas, and to provide for terms of court
at Corpus Christi, Tex., and for a eclerk for said court, and for
other purposes.

H. R. 16306. An act to provide for the use of the American
National Red Cross in aid of the land and naval forces in time
of actual or threatened war was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

H. R.20048. An act declaring that all citizens of Porto Rico
and certain natives permanently residing in said island shall
be citizens of the United States was read twice by its title
and referred to the Committee on Pacific Islands and Porto Rico.

GENERAL ARBITRATION TREATIES.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there further morning business?

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President, I move, notwithstanding
the objection——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning business is closed. The

Senator from Washington.
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Mr. LODGE. Mr. President— 3
AMr. POINDEXTER. Notwithstanding the objection, I move
o proceed to the present consideration of Senate resolution

1, and I move the adoption of the rescolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator fi Wa%ington
moves that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the reso-
lution named by him.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I move to proceed to the consideration
of the resolution as amended.

Mr. LODGE. I make the point of order that,
imous-consent agreement, nothing is in order to
- special order of the Senate.

Mr. OULLOM. It is absolutely specifie.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The unanimous-consent agreement,
the Chair notices, does not say at what time the Senate will
proceed to the consideration of the treaty matter, and the Sen-
ate can do so at any time it sees fit, but it must do it at some
time during the day.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I think the resolution for which I ask
consideration will only take a few moments.

Mr. LODGE. I think it has been the universal practice—

. The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks that is a matter
which the Chair can not pass upon, but which the Senate must
Dass upon.

Mr. CULBERSON. Before the Chair makes a formal an-
nouncement I invite the attention of the Chair to the ruling of
the Chair on yesterday to the effect that this special order
would take effect immediately after the routine morning busi-

der the unan-
¥y except that

ness,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks he made no such
ruling,

Mr. CULBERSON. In answer to the Senator from Michigan
[Mr, SMITH]——

Mr. CULLOM. That certainly has been the rule.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair notices by the Recorp
that the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Syrra] made the inquiry :

That is, it will be taken up after the routine morning business?

And the Chair answered :

After the routine morning business.

The Chair must say in that connection that at the time he
made the response to the Senator from Michigan the Chair had
in mind the usual form of unanimous-consent agreement and
supposed that the matter would come up immediately affer the
morning business was concluded, but resolution does mnot
so state. It is therefore a matter for the Senate to determine.

Mr. LODGE. Then, Mr. President, I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of the general arbitration treaties
as in open executive session.

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator freom Washington has
made a motion to proceed to the consideration of another
matter,

Mr. LODGE. A motion to proceed to the consideration of
executive business is a privileged motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator is correct in that
statement. i

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President, is not the motion which
I made also a privileged motion under Rule IX?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is; but the motion which the
Senator from Massachusetts makes takes precedence.

Mr, CULBERSON. Mr. Pregsident, I rise to a question of
order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. CULBERSON. TUnder the head of “ General arbitration
treaties,” in the Recorp of yesterday’s proceedings, occurs the
following :

Mr. SmiTH of Michigan. Mr. President, apropos of the motion just
agreed to, I should like to make a parliamentary inquiry. I notice that
unanimous consent was fiven some days ago to vote on the British and
French arbitration treaties on Tuesday, the 5th instant. I should like
to inguire whether, under this unanimous-consent agreement, that will
be the first business taken up in the mo.

The Vicn PresmryT. After the mornin

siness.
Mr. BmrTe of Michigan, That is, it will be en up after the rou-
tine morning business?

The VICE SIDENT. After the routine morning business,

I suggest that the Chair has ruled on this proposition, and
ruled correctly, and the Senate so understands it from the col-
logquy between the Chair and the Senator from Michigan on
yesterday.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state, in answer to
the suggestion of the Senator from Texas [Mr. CULBERSON],
that, of course, he has read the Recorp correctly, but the Chair
at the time he made the response to the inquiry of the Senator
from Michigan did not have the unanimous-consent agreement
before him and was speaking from memory. Now the matter,
it seems to the Chair, is disposed of by the Senator from Mas-

sachusetts [Mr. Lopge] making his motion, which puts the
whole proposition up to the Senate, Will the Senate now pro-
ceed to the consideration of this matter in gpen executive ses-
glon? It is a motion which is now in order.

Mr. GALLINGER. Regular order, Mr. President.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I make a parlianmentary inquiry as to
the meaning of * morning business.” Does not “ morning busi-
ness” include up until the hour of 4 o'clock, or 2 o'clock at
least, the calling of the calendar, and an opportunity to move
to take up matters on the calendar?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No; “morning business™ is cer-
tain routine business, as laid down im the rule, that may pro-

for two hours, but can be closed before, and is closed be-
ore, when the Chair so announces. After the conclusion of
that business and the announcement by the Chair to that effect,
then the Chair thinks the motion which the Senator made was
in order, but after he had made that motion the Senator from
Massachusetts made a motion, action upon which is preferential
under Rule XXII, and that is the matter which must first be
disposed of. .

Mr. GALLINGER. Regular order!

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobge].

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in open execu-
tive session, resumed the consideration of the treaties of arbi-
gmtion between Great Britain and France and the TUnited

tates.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I desire to fake a few moments
to correct a statement that I made when addressing the Sen-
ate on Thursday last in regard to the pending treaties.

In stating that no postal treaty had ever been submitted to
the Senate I overlooked, despite a very careful search, one postal
treaty which was made in December, 1848, with Great Britain.
At that time, prior to the statute of 1851, the rates on foreign
postage were fixed by statute, and there was no method of
making special rates with any country while the statute re-
mained unrepealed except by treaty. The treaty with Great
Britain was accordingly made, Lord Palmerston and Mr. Ban-
croft being the negotiators, and was duly ratified by the Senate.
There was one other treaty which is sometimes referred to as
a postal convention, and in this connection I think it well to
mention it. This treaty svas made with New Granada in 1844
and was necessary because it involved the earrying of United
States mails across the Isthmus; that is, through foreign ter-
ritory. No treaty involving the transit of United States mails
across foreign territory could be made now or at any time ex-
cept in the regular treaty form and with submission to the Sen-
ate. This case, therefore, has no bearing on the question of
postal treaties as a precedent. The treaty with Great Britain
is an exception, but, I believe, the only one; and it proves, I
think, the existence of the rule in regard to our action as a
government in respect to postal treaties which I attempted to
lay down. I do mot think that it affects in any way the con-
clusions to be drawn from our otherwise uniform practice or
the pro tion that foreign, like domestic, postal arrangements
are dealt with and have always been dealt with nnder the power
to establish post offices and post roads and to regulate foreign
commerce.

I ask that this statement may be printed as a note to the copy
of the speech which was ordered printed by the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, that will be
done.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the doctrine that peace can only
be maintained by the ability of a nation to defend itself is not
sound. Armament adequate for the Nation's defense is neces-
gary because self-preservation is the first law of nature, and its
enforcement is the first and paramount duty of every great
nation. An efficient navy with power to repel assault is im-
perative, but the need of it is for self-protection and self-
preservation purposes. It has no office as a peace agent and
no force as a peace argument. Its power might be useful to
force ungenerous and unfair terms of surrender upon a con-
quered nation, but never has this Government ever suggested
a cessation of hostilities npon terms but the most generous and
conscionable. Never in all the history of civilized nations did
a heavy armament ever avert war nor did a small armament
ever invoke war.

It is very easy to say that the shores of the Mediterranean
would be to-day peaceful had Turkey possessed a strong navy.
But the statement is naked and unsupported by any fact, and
is a reflection on the Italian Government. Any opinion either
way on that subject is idle and inconducive and proves nothing,
for opinions come and go easily as the exigency of debate or the
distress of the debater may suggest. Did the great navies
of Japan or Russin, a few years ago, avoid war, or did the
smaller navy of either invite war? Did the size of our sea
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armament have anything at all to do either to encourage or
discourage a declaration of war against Spain, or was the
inefficiency of Spain’s navy given any consideration at all when
Congress voted $50,000,000 to President McKinley to prosecute
war against that country? Every man knows we would have
declared war at that fime even if Spain's navy had been the
greatest in the world and we had had no ships at all. There-
fore, it seems to me, in considering these treaties intended to
promote peace by arbitration the argument which would sub-
stitute Dreadnoughts for an arbitration court is not sound.

The issue presented by the pending treaties as negotiated by
the President and submitted to the Senate for ratification ean
not be obscured by opinion builders, however talented or
scholarly they may be. The American people know what the
issue is and the Senate may as well meet it frankly and in the
open, It will add perhaps to the literature of the country, but
not to the good name of the Senate, for us to quibble and
haggle over the importance of large navies or over the meaning
of words which have a well-defined significance in the average
mind of the American citizen.

There is one delightful thing about peace—everybody advo-
cates it. As an abstract proposition it has no enemies. For
2,000 years the world has talked for peace and has been at war
more or less during all of that time. The time has come now
when less talk about it and more effort to maintain it should be
made by nations, The pending treaties mark the first con-
structive effort by this country and Great Britain and France
to make peace certain between them at least. These treaties
propose to broaden the field of arbitration by including subjects
of dispute heretofore excluded from that field. Herein lies the
one chief characteristic distinguishing these from existing gen-
eral arbitration treaties.

We have to-day 19 agreements with as many countries pro-
viding for the arbitration of differences which may arise be-
tween us, provided such differences do not arise over guestions
involving vital interests or the national honor. Let me read
you article 1 of the existing arbitration treaty negotiated with
Great Britain by this country and ratified June 4, 1903. The
gsame article is found, I think, in all the other 18 arbitration
treaties with other countries. The article reads:

Differences which may arise of a legal nature or relating to the inter-
pretation of treaties existing between the two contracting partles, and
which it may not have been possible to settle by diglomaey ghall be
referred to the permanent court of arbitration established at The
Hague by the convention of the 29th of July, 1899: Provided, never-
ihnelf“ess, 'l!hat they do not affect the vital interests, the independence, or
the honor of the two contracting States and do not concern the inter-
ests of third parties.

That is the provision in existing treaties corresponding with
article 1 in the pending treaties. The proviso contained in the
article I. have read in the existing treaties is omitted from the
treaties which were negotiated by the President and have been
referred to the Senate for ratification,

The importance of the omission and its significance for prac-
fical peace purposes must be conceded. The pending treaties
are real peace contracts as compared with the existing treaties,
and the proof of it lies in the fact that the questions excluded
from arbitration by the existing {reaties are submissable to
arbitration under the proposed treaties.

Let us examine this peint in some detail. Can anyone recall
a war between civilized peoples the cause of which arose over
some question not involving the vital interest or the national
honor of either nation? I do not think such an instance can be
cited in all history. It must be conceded, then, that whenever
wars have been waged the cause of them arose over questions
involving either the vital interest or the national honor, or
both, of the peoples in conflict.

The existing treaties exclude, therefore, from the field of
arbitration the very causes and the only causes of any war that
was ever fought. The fact that the pending treaties propose fo
submit to arbitration the questions that have caused war make
them, if lived up to by the contracting nations, gnarantees for
peace. This accounts, in my judgment, for the widespread and
well-grounded public sentiment of the people of the United
States in favor of their ratification. The publle mind is quick
to see the real issue in every public question. The public con-
science abhors war as it does crime, and when the public mind
fees, as it does in these treaties, an agreement fo arbitrate the
only disputes that ever cause war, any attempt to delay or de-
feat ratification becomes the subject of public impatience and
public disapproval. It will not do for us to waive this public
sentiment aside by stigmatizing it as popular clamor. It is not
clamor. It is the public intelligence and public conscience at
work In every home, and in every church, and in every school-
house, and in every walk of life of a free and courageous people.

It was suggested here the other day by a very distinguished
Senator that he had become weary and impatient because of

what he termed the clamor in favor of these treaties and at the

criticism which had been directed against the Senate because

it had not yet ratified them. I do not agree with the Senator
on that point. My notion is the Senate has less excuse to be
impatient with the people than the people have to be impatient
with the Senate. These treaties were submitted to the Senate
for action August 4, 1911, more than seven months ago. Con-
gress was in session at the time, and remained in session, T
think, for three weeks after the message of the FPresident sub-
mitting them. We adjourned and reconvened the 4th of Decem-
ber, and have been in session, with the exception of a 10-day
vacation, ever since. Not until very recently has any serious
consideration been given to them by the SBenate. On these facts
the Senate may mnot be censurable as a matter of right and
justice—on that I express no opinion—but on these facts cer-
tainly the public is not censurable because it fails to under-
stand why no action has been had during all these months., If
these treaties are without merit they should have been rejected
long ago. If they are right they should have been ratified long
ago. The Committee on Foreign Relations was quick to bring
in its report, which wag a very pronounced indictment against
the treaties as megotiated. The delay can not be laid at the
door of the committee.

But I have digressed. Let us return to the treaties themselves
and leave the dilatory and procrastinating habit of the Senate
to the tender mercies of a patient and, I hope, a forgiving people,
The fact that the pending treaties propose to submit to an
international court of arbitration questions involving yital inter-
est and national honor should command the support, it seems
to me, of every man who desires to see arbitration actually
substituted for war.

This principle had the support of the Senate of the United
States in 1890, and is shown by the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
under date of Februnary 14 of that year. On that day the
Senate adopted by unanimous vote Senator Sherman’s resolu-
tion ecalling upon the President to negotiate all inclusive arbi-
tration treaties with foreign governments. The resolution reads
as follows:

That the President be, and he is hereby, requested to invite from time
to time, as fit occasions may arise, negotiations with any government
with which the United States has or may have diplomatic relations, to
the end that any differences or disputes uislng between the two Govern-
ments which can not be adjusted py diplomatic agency may be referred
to arbitration and be peaceably adjusted by such means.

You will observe that the resolution excluded no subject
whatever from the field of arbitration, but says in express words
that “any differences or disputes” arising between the two
Governments and which can not be adjusted by diplomacy
shall be referred to arbitration. At that time the Senate of
the United States did not hesitate to express its approval of the
cardinal doctrine of the pending treaties. Nor was the Senate
the only legislative branch of the Government that expressed an
opinion in 1890 on this guoestion. Sherman’s resolution went to
the House and was concurred in by that body three months
later. Nor is that all. The resolution was considered by the
British Parliament, which in a resolution of its own expressed
the hope that Her Majesty, the Queen of England, would co-
operate with the United States along the lines laid down in the
Sherman resolution.

Nothing substantial was heard of this doctrine from that time
until negotiations were opened by the President of the United
States with the representatives of the British and French Gov-
ernments, culminating in the treaties under consideration. The
result ig that nothing to-day stands in the way of making the
doctrine of real arbitration n fact except the Senate of the
United States. We have the power to kill it. I take every
Senator here at his word, and I have no doubt that every Sena-
tor is just as anxious to really promote peace a8 he is willing to
advocate peace. Our trouble is the same trouble that always
confronts anybody who undertakes to practically provide ways
and means for doing something that he knows ought to be
done. It took men generations and centurles to devise and
establish a plan by which differences arising between indi-
viduals might be adjudicated and settled without violence. The
plan is not yet perfect so far as its snccess as an agency to do
exact and full juostice in all instances is concerned, but it ap-
proximates success. It provides a way in which every dispute
between men, whether the dispute involves the vital interest
or the pwperty or the honor of the individual, must be sub-
mitted under the law to a court of arbitration. We have pro-
vided compulsory arbitration for every citizen in affairs of his
own. The decision of the arbitration court may not always be
right, but we compel the citizen to submit his controversy to
the court and to abide by the decision, right or wrong. If it
is possible to arbitrate all differences arising between indi-
vidnals, it must be possible for us to provide a plan under
which all differences between nations can be arbitrated.
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It can be done. Here are three great nations, composed of

civilized and Christian peoples. Each has been able to provide
due process of law for its citizens. TLaw and order settle all
domestic disputes. Force is no longer the arbiter in any of
the three countries. If men have been able to provide due
process of law for themselves as individuals and citizens, what
excuse have they for failing to provide due process of law for
the nations of which they are citizens? One is certainly just as
practicable and ought to be just as possible as the other, and it
is if we set our heads and hearts to the task of working out the
plan.
The President has proposed this plan. If anyone has a better
one, let it be suggested. The public has no unflinching devotion
to any particular plan, but the plan offered here is the only
plan as yet suggested. I believe we ought to try it.

Let us look at the plan proposed. Article 1 of the treaties
before us, which is substituted for article 1 of existing treaties,
is as follows:

All differences hereafter arising between the high contracting parties,
whieh it has not been possible to adjust by dli)lomacy, relating to inter-
national matters in which the high contracting parties are concerned
by virtue of a claim of rlfht made by one agalnst the other, under
treaty or otherwise, and which are justiciable in their nature by reason
of being susceptible of decision by the application of the ?rinclples of
law or equlty, shall be submitted to the permanent court of arbitration
established at The Hague by the convention of October 18, 1907, or to
some other arbitral tribunal, as shall [may] be decided in each case b
speclal agreement, which special agreement shall provide for the orgs.n}:
zation of such tribunal if necessary, to define the scope of the powers
of the arbitrators, the question or questions at Issue, and settle the
terms of reference and the procedure thereunder.

The first objection urged to this article, so far as I am ad-
vised, is that it omits the proviso in article 1 of existing treaties
excluding questions of vital interest and national honor from
arbitration. I have already discussed that objection; but objec-
tion is also made that the language of this article is ambiguous
and of uncertain meaning. The phrase “claim of right” is
taken up by itself and numerous definitions of lexicographers
are given to show what “claim ” means and then what * right ”
means, and then an argument designed to add to the con-
fusion is made to show that these words, used together, have no
definite significance at all.

The critic takes the word “ justiciable” and the words “law
or equity” separately and apart and then all together, and
finds serious trouble and insurmountable diffieulty in an effort
to discover what is meant. I have very little patience per-
sonally with these hypereritical and technical discussions. Of
course, everyone will acknowledge that words and phrases may
have different shades of meaning. The law of definition is not
an exact science. I am willing to take the ordinary and usual
interpretation given to these words and phrases and leave them
in the treaties, although no doubt other language might be used
which would suit some minds better, if they could be suited at
all; but what might suit the mental attitude of one Senator
would very likely arouse the critical attitude of his colleagne.

The phrase “claim of right” with ordinary people and to an
ordinary mind carries the notion of an obligation of one party to
another; ordinarily the term means a legal right. Being an
obligation or legal right, it necessarily excludes the idea of na-
tional policy, either domestic or foreign. A claim of right
implies that something is due; it may arise out of a contract,
either express or implied, or it may arise out of a wrongful act.
The phrase “ of a legal nature,” used in article 1 of the existing
treaties, is a phrase susceptible of as many shades of meaning
and of as many different possible applications as the phrase
“elaim of right” in the pending treaties.

So with the other words: “ Justiciable” is generally accepted
to mean by the average man, when applied to a controversy,
that it is susceptible of determination by applying the rules
of justice, which is another way of saying the principles of
law or equity. The principles of law and eguity are the prin-
ciples of justice. We speak of a court of law and of a court of
equity; they are beth courts of justice. The words “law ” and
“equity " relate in their differences to procedure and remedy as
well as to principles. The distinction between the two is fast
disappearing. Courts and lawyers have ever disagreed just
where the dividing line is between legal and equitable prin-
ciples. It has been said that equity appeals to the conscience
of the chancellor while the law appeals to the intelligence of
the court. The ordinary and usual everyday interpretation of
the language of arficle 1 is that all differences involving every
question of a substantial character in which one nation in good
faith makes 2 demand upon another, and which can be deter-
mined according to the principles of justice, shall be submitted
to arbitration. But, whether or not the langunage is so am-
bignous as to merit eriticism, I call your attention to the fact
that after discussing in a most critical way the language of

the article referred to the distinguished senior Senator from
Masgac}ausetts [Mr. Lopvee] concluded his criticism with these
words: ¢

If these treaties, following the example of those now upon the statute
books& had stoggeed with article 1, which enlarges and defines with a
new definition scope of arbitration, there would have been, I think,
no question as to their immediate ratification.

So I take it that if as learned a eritic as the Senator from
Massachusetts is after all willing to accept the langunage of
article 1, no friend of the treaties has need to entertain any
fear on account of it.

Article 2 reads as follows:

The high contracting parties further agree to institute as occasion
arises, and as hereinafter provided, a joint high commission of inquiry
to which, upon the request of either party, shall be referred for im-
partial and conscientious investigation any controversy between the
parties within the scope of article 1, before such controversy has been
submitted to arbitration, and also any other controversy hereafter aris-
ing between them, even If they are not agreed that it falls within the
scope of article 1: Provided, however, That such reference may be t-
poned until the expiration of one year after the date of the {ormlimm-
quest therefor in order to afford &n opportunity for diplomatie discus-
sion and adjustment of the questions in controversy, if either party de-
sires such postponement.

Whenever a question or matter of difference is referred to the joint
high commission of inquiry, as herein provided, each of the high con-
tracting parties shall designate three of its nationals to act as members
of the commission of inquiry for the purposes of such reference; or the
commission may be otherwise constituted in any particular case by the
terms of reference, the membership of the commission and the terms of
reference to be determined in each case by an exchange of notes.

This article has not been discussed in any way by those who
oppose the treaties. To my mind it is a most important and far-
reaching provision. It provides for a joint commission whose
duty shall be to investigate every controversy arising between
the countries within the scope of article 1, and provides that
the investigation shall be made before such controversy shall be
submitted to arbitration. It further provides that the investi-
gation, at the request of either party, shall be postponed for at
least a year in order to afford an opportunity for an adjustment
through diplomatic agencies. The judgment and finding on
both law and fact shall be made by the commission, and while
such finding is not binding on either party under the express
terms of article 3, still the effect will be to hold the contract-
ing countries away from war during the period of 12 months,
a sufficlent time to adjust peaceably, in all human probability,
every controversy that may arise. This article, therefore, to my
mind, is of and by itself an almost certain guaranty of future
pence, actual peace, between this and any other country who
will make and keep such a contract.

Of course, I assume and I refuse to entertain for a moment
any other assumption than that these contracts, if made, will
be kept by the countries making them. I look upon every sug-
gestion made by those who for one reason or another seek to
discredit the treaties that they will be broken by us as a most
desperate if not an ignoble suggestion. When did this Govern-
ment ever violate any of its treaty obligations? Who on this
floor is willing seriously to suggest that the people of this Goy-
ernment will ever tolerate the bad faith involved in violating
any treaty obligation? Those men who suggest it now do a very
grave and unwarranted injustice to the American people.
Americans are as jealous of their Nation's honor as they are of
their own, and they will never submit to the violation of any
treaty which the Nation may make. The fact that the Ameri-
ean people are willing to arbitrate their differences with another
counfry proves their determination as well as their willingness
to accept the judgment of the arbitrators.

The average citizen knows that when his country’s quarrel is
submitted to a court of arbitration, with jurisdiction and power
to inquire into the controversy, that submission carries with it
the power to adjudicate the controversy either for or against us.
If he is not willing to abide by the result, he would not be
willing to enter into the contract to submit the controversy.
What sort of political morality is it which suggests any sort of
arbitration which would give us the right to accept the jude-
ment of the arbitrators or to reject it at our pleasure? The
other country by the arbitration method takes a chance to lose;
so do we. Just as in the case of war, both countries take the
chance of defeat. The loging party is bound by the war verdiet;
the losing party is bound by the arbitration verdict. In every
dispute between citizens which goes to the courts for arbitra-
tion one party must lose, and the winning and the losing parties
are both bound by the judgment. So it is with disputes between
nations.

Article 2, which I have read, is new to the treaty literature
of the world; such a provision can not be found in any existing
treaties between the nations of either hemisphere. It is a dis-
tinet, substantial, and practical step forward toward the peace
of the world. .
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Article 3 reads; as follows:

The joint high commission of inquiry, instifuted In each case as pro-
vided for im article 2, is authorized to examine into and report upon
the particnlar questions or matters referred to it for the of
facilitating the solutlon of disputes by elucidating the tacis, and to
define the Issues presented by such questions, and also to include In its
report such recommendations and conclusions as may be appropriate,

m{)orts of the commission shall not be regarded as decisions of
tlie questions or matters so submitted, elther on the facts or on the law,
and shall in no way have the character of an arbitral award.

It is further agreed, however, that in eases in which the parties dis-
sgree as to whether or not a difference is subject to arbitration under
article 1 of this treaty, that question shall be submitted to the joint
high commission of inquiry; and if all or all but one of the members of
the commission and report that such differenees is within the
scope of article 1, It shall be referred to arbitration in accordance with
the provisions of this treaty.

No objeetion is made to this article, as I understand it, except
to the last paragraph, wherein it is agreed that there shall
be submitted to the joint high commission of inquiry the jus-
tieiability of the controversy. The objeetion te this paragraph
rests on the interpretation given to it that the judgment of the
commission on the justiciability of the controversy is final and
binding, and therefore the constitutional prerogatives of the
Senate as a part of the treaty-making power are impaired. In
my judgment the interpretation is incorrect. Such an inter-
pretation ean not be sustained unless you consirue the para-
graph by itself, without relation to the other provisions of the
treaties and without regard to the last sentence in the para-
graph. An interpretation whieh to sustain makes it necessary
to disregard all the rest of the doeument and a portion of the
paragraph interpreted is not an interpretation which will eom-
mend itself very enthusiastically to the average American eiti-
zen. While this paragraph submits to the jeint high commis-
sion the justiciability of a controversy between the contracting
nations, it expressly says that the judgment on that guestion
as rendered by the high commission, if five of them shall agree
to it, shall be reported, and “ it shall be referred to arbitration
in aeeordance with the provisions of this treaty.” Under ar-
ticle 1, the President, if he thinks the question justiciable, and
the ether country agrees with him, reports his finding to the
Senate. His finding does not bind the Senate, because the
article expressly leaves to the Senate the right to pass on the
question of submission te the final court of arbitration. So
likewise when the question of justieciabilify is left to the com-
mission, because the President or the other contraeting country
thinks it is not justiciable and the commission reports its find-
ing to the Senate, the Senate is not bound any more then than
it was bound by the finding of the President on the question.

When there is agreement that the eontroversy is justiciable
the President reports to the Senate; when there is a disagree-
ment about the justiciability of the coniroversy the finding
is reported by the commission. The Senate occupies the same
office and the same relation to one finding that it does fo the
other. It follows that no prerogative, however dear or ancient,
the Senate may possess is impaired or infringed in the least.

DELEGATION OF POWER.

The other day we heard a very able and exhaustive argu-
ment in support of the proposition that the treaty-making power
could not be delegated. The speaker went so deeply into that
much mooted question as to quote the Supreme Court and
other eminent authority. I am glad the argument was made.
It will prebably never be answered. Nobody since the birth
of the Republic ever suggested the contrary doctrine, and I
apprehend nobody will ever do so; but of that I am not cer-
tain, for in the light of some of the arguments recently made
on this question no man can tell what the logie of future days
may be.

The commission is delegated to exerecise no treaty function
whatever. Its duties are limited and defined. Its jurisdietion
is fixed. It can do nothing but inquire, investigate, and report
upon the limited questions or matters referred to it, if acting
under clauses 1 and 2 of article 3, defining the issues pre-
sented by such questions and inecluding recommendations; but
if acting under clause 3 of artiele 3, it shall do nothing but
Investigate and report its findings on whether the question fs
arbitrable under article 1 of the treaty. To do these specific
and definite things, limited by the terms of article 1, is ob-
viougely not an exercise of the treaty-making power in whole
or in part. To hold otherwise is to fly in the face of the re-
peated pronouncements of the Supreme Court during a century
and more.

The customhouse officers of the Government do not exercise
delegated legislative power, yet they determine by direction of
Congress what duties certain Imports must bear according to
rules and standards fixed by Congress. The Supreme Court
has said the act of such Government officers is not a legislative

act. The Supreme Court has also held that the Interstate Com-
merce Commission does not exercise delegated legislative power
when it fixes a freight rate, because Congress declared the
standard the commission should use in determining the rate.
In clause 3 of article 3 the President and the Senate, the
sole and exelusive treaty-making power of the Government, fix
the standard by which the high commission must govern itself
in reaching a conclusion on the subject referred to it. This
standard is jurisdictional. To go beyond it or to stop short of
it is to nullify the judgment for want of jurisdiction.

In this connection the learned Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Rayxer], in an expression of his views fo the Senate, cites a
diplomatie precedent which alone is sufficient to conclude the
debate on the question. About 75 years ago Great Britain and
this eountry were in discord over the boundary line dividing
the British possessions from the Northeastern States. The line
was described in the treaty of 1782, Great Britain claimed the
line described in the treaty had one location, and the United
States claimed it had another location. By arbitration agree-
ment the King of the Netherlands became the arbitrator to in-
vestigate and locate the boundary line. Under the agreement
submitting the question to the King of the Netherlands it was
provided that ke need not be bound to choose between the two
lines claimed by the two countries, but was directed to investi-
gate and determine where the boundary line as deseribed in the
treaty really was. For some reason he found it impractical or
impossible to determine the location of the line described in the
treaty of 1782, but he did investigate and determine and re-
ported as arbitrator a boundary line between the two countries
which seemed to him to be the most convenient and practicable.

Mr, LODGE. Will the Senator allow me a moment?

Mr. BROWN. Certainly.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator knows, of course, the ground on
which we rejected that decision.

Mr. BROWN. I discussed the ground. -

Mr. LODGE. We rejected it on the ground that it was not a
decision.

Mr. BROWN. Our protest to the award was filed on the
ground of want of jurisdietion.

Mr. LODGE. I think if the Senator examines the protest he
will see that we took the ground that he decided two questions,
but on the others he merely expressed an opinion, and that on
what he said we were entitled to a final decision.

Mr. BROWN. The fact was he reported his opinion, which
amounted te a determination, so far as he was concerned, that
the boundary was along a certain line.

The United States objected to the award for want of jaris-
diction, insisting that the arbitrator had exeeeded the limita-
tions fixed by the agreement under which he was appointed.
Great Britain aeccepted the protest of the United States as well
grounded and treated the decision of the King of the Nether-
lands as a nullity.

It would appear clear from these authorities that none of the
Senate’s prerogatives are invaded by clause 8 of article 3.

However, upon the mistaken interpretation that the joint high
commission might decide a question arbitrable which the Senate
might deem not arbitrable and yet be bound by it, we are told
that great peril is in store for this country. We have been
told that some foreign country, not named, might be able to get
the joint commission to submit the Monroe doetrine or our
immigration policy or any other governmental policy to the
arbitration court. It takes a strong and vivid imagination to
pieture these awful disasters which are so sure and so cerfain
to follow the ratification of these treaties. ILet us become
alarmed slowly for two reasons: First, the interpretation is
wrong and there is, therefore, no basis for the disasters antiei-
pated; but even if the interpretation so warmly defended be
accepted by the commission, still the Monroe doctrine would be
in no danger, our independence and our domestic policies would
remain safe, because such a judgment by the commission would
be utterly void for want of jurisdiction, and the Senate, as well
as the people of the United States, would so declare.

Whenever a court in this country aets without jurisdiction
the judgment is void. So the judgment of this commission that
the Monroe doctrine was arbitrable would be ulfra vires and
void. When such a judgment was treated by the Ameriean
L people and the Senate of the United States as vold, it would not
be a violation of this treaty in any degree or in any sense.
The Government of the United States is wholly incompetent
under the Constitution to arbitrate away its existence, its life,
its independence, or its policies, just as a man is incompetent
under the law to arbitrate away his freedom or his existence.

These treaties are made by sovereign nations. Each con-
tracting power is a sovereign power, and the {reaty is made by
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it as such, To contend that the independence or the existence
or the integrity or the governmental policies of either is made
by them the subject of arbitration is to contend that they are
undertaking to consent to self-destruction, which is contrary
to public policy the world over.

It has been argued in some guarters with apparent earnest-
ness that we should be slow to broaden the field of arbitration,
because “All the differences with other nations in which we
shall be involved will be American questions.” The point in
this objection is obscure; just what is meant by it is not cer-
tain. If the objector means to say the location or site of the
subject matter in dispute will be on the Western Hemisphere,
the answer is that geography can not affect for good or ill the
rights of either party. Every difference arising between this
and another country, to be arbitrated under these treaties, must
necessarily be at once an American and an European question.
If it is an American question exclusively, no other country will
have any interest in it; if it is an European question execlu-
gively, this country will have no interest in it. In neither case
will the other country ask for arbitration upon it.

This treaty proposes to arbitrate questions involving inter-
ests in which America and Great Britain or America and
France claim an interest. Their location, whether in this or
the other hemisphere geographically, will neither add to nor
subtract from their importance nor their arbitrability. It is
just as desirable to avoid war over questions arising on this side
of the Atlantic as it is to avoid war by arbitrating differences
arising on the other side. It is said when the disputes affect
interests on our continent “ we do not and can not enter upon
these agreements on an equality of risk with other nations
with which we treat.”” If the ratio of hazard is to guide and
mold the arbitration policy of the United States, we may as
well despair and abandon the policy all together. I had sup-
posed that the movement for peace by substituting arbitration
for war had a better foundation than the doctrine of chances.
I still think so. If our friends who hesitate about arbitration
on account of the risk involved will reflect a moment they will
realize that war, too, involves not risk alone but danger and
death and loss inevitable and irreparable.

Mr. President, it seems to me these treaties ought to be rati-
fied. They promise peace and do not entangle us in any for-
elgn alliance. They are separate agreements with Great Brit-
ain and France, each standing by itself. The treaty with
France does not suggest any concern over the affairs of any
other nation. The treaty with Great Britain creates no obli-
gation on our part to participate in any differences she may
have with any nation except our own. They are separate con-
tracts and affect alone the two countries entering into the
agreement. With these treaties ratified there is real reason to
believe that similar treaties identical in form will be negoti-
ated between this country and all of the other great nations of
the earth.

While the Senate has the power, it has no right, in my judg-
ment, to close the door which these treaties open to the settle-
ment of international disputes the world over, which are as
certain to arise in the future as they have in the past.

Mr. HEYBURN. It is not my intention, Mr. President, to
enter at length upon a consideration of this treaty., On a for-
mer oceasion, in general terms, I expressed my disapproval of it.
I expect to vote for the proposed amendment, which strikes out
section 3. I intend to vote for the amendment to the resolution
proposed by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobce], and
then I propose to vote against the freaty.

The Senator from Massachusetts gave good and sufficient
reasons for supporting the amendment proposed by him to the
resolution of ratification. It would be a useless task for me to
enter into an elaboration of those reasons. They could not be
better stated. No question was ever better stated in this body
at any period of its existence than was that question as stated
by the Senator from Massachusetts a few days since. The
proposition to strike out the third article or third section——

Mr. SHIVELY. Will the Senator permit me there?

Mr, HEYBURN. Yes.

Mr. SHIVELY. The Senator speaks of striking out the third.
Does he mean the third article or the concluding clause of
article 37

Mr. HEYBURN.
familiarly spoken of in that way. It is the third paragraph of
article 8. I shall have some suggestions to make briefly as to
article 3.

My objections to the treaty are based upon broad grounds.
The cry of peace has deceived more people since the beginning
of governments than any other. It has generally been a cry for
a cessation of hostilities until the other party could get an ad-
vantage that would insure victory.

It is the concluding clause, but it has been,

There never has been a time in the history of the world when
any progress was made through peaceful agreements. I repeat
it, there has been no time in the history of the world when
progress toward civilization or a higher condition of mankind
was made by a contract or agreement. Every advance step
toward what we term civilization to-day has been the result of
war. A rule that has been tried out through so great a period
of time is entitled to some respect. It ought not to be brushed
aside by the novice in political or public affairs,

The American people are not clamoring for this treaty. They
are not clamoring that the right of their representatives in
Congress to resent aggression at the hands of a foreign foe
shall be taken from their representatives. We are intermed-
dling with a tribunal created by the people of this country
for the purpose of dealing with the questions involved here.
‘When the people made the Constitution, acting through their
States and representatives, they gave the power of declaring
war to the Congress of the United States and not to the diplo-
matic agencies or to the treaty-making attributes or adjuncts
of government. They do not mention them in connection with
it. The people, speaking through their representatives in the
conduct of the affairs of the Government, have the sole power
to declare war, and the Executive, the President, has no option
as to whether or not he will carry out the expressed intention
of Congress after it has declared war. The President is not
required to, nor may he, participate in the act of Congress
that declares war. It does not require his signature. The
people, speaking through their representatives, when that great
question arises, are supreme and the President is only their
agent. He becomes the Commander in Chief of the Armies, to
command them in the war, and, as the civil Chief Executive, he
must carry out the law of Congress that says when war shall
or shall not be waged.

Now, you are proposing to take away from Congress and
from the people that power, and you are proposing to substi-
tute for that power what? Not even the Senate of the United
States, not even the President of the United States, but you are
proposing to substitute for the people of the United States and
for their Congress a foreign tribunal, which you are pleased to
term the High Court of Justice, or some such name.

Mr. LODGE. The High Commission.

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; you are proposing to place the destiny
of this Nation in the hands of a foreign tribunal. I will con-
cede, for the purposes of this discussion, that it will be com-
prised of able, conscientions, and high-class men, but it is not
possible that it can be composed in any part of Americans, as I
read the article. Whenever it comes to a determination of
the question of whether or not our claims shall be submitted to
arbitration, that question is taken from out our hands and deter-
mined by a court of foreign sentiment and instincts and
heredity. I am not willing to agree to it. We fought the Revo-
lution in order that we might have the right to stand as a
separate and sovereign Government among the nations of the
earth. That was our purpose, We did not obtain that right
by contract; we did not submit the guestion fo a tribunal com-
posed of European monarchs or their appointees. We deter-
mined it for ourselves. I am opposed to changing that method
of Government. Young men or old men, it matters not, are
bound to hold their lives and their strength subject to the
preservation of this Government. That is the dufy of citizen-
ship; that constitutes the duty of citizenship; and for that
duty we obtained many, many rights that are beyond price.

Much has been sald as to the meaning of the term *‘jus-
ticiable,” and strong arguments have been based upon it; but
it seems to me that by dwelling upon that term, with its many
meanings and ifs uncertainty of meaning, we are apt to lose
sight of the real question.

No man or set of men elected by the people to carry on our
Government under the Constitution are empowered to barter
away any right of any part of the people of this country. They
do not come here vested with any such right. We elect one of
the citizens of the country as President of the United States,
and he swears to uphold and defend the Constitution of the
United States. Members of Congress do the same thing. That
is their primary duty; to that they are bound. The right is
given to the President, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate, to enter into agreements with foreign nations,
which we term treaties. It requires the concurrent action of
those two branches of the Government, but it was never con-
templated that they should have the right or exercise the right
of bartering away that most precious of all rights of the peo-
ple—the right to defend their country against foreign govern-
ments. No one ever dreamed that they would exercise it.

We grow philanthropic, we grow sentimental—I had almost
sald *maudlin”—over “the brotherhood of man.” No nation
ever existed 15 minutes based upon the brotherhood of man; no
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community ever did. The only salvation and safety of the Nation
is in fixed, arbitrary rules of right, defining the rights of the
citizens in our internal affairs and defining the rights of the
Government in dealing with other governments.

Suppose, for instance, that the question which was being agi-
tated a day or two ago relative to the validity of our transac-
tions with the Republic of Colombia, in South America, were to
come into this caldron through the pathway of bonds and in-
vestments and dollars and cents claimed by an English subject;
we would have to submit that question to arbitration, because
it is not within the rule of the exception in this treaty; we
ghould have to ask some three monarchs of Europe to determine
whether or not we should submit that controversy between the
subjects of Great Britain and our Government to their jodg-
ment in determining whether or not they had an arbitrable case.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CamrroN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator from
Michigan?

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I do not think the Senator from
Idaho has overstated the obligation at all. The truth is that
with a case-like that and a claim of that character we would
not be asked whether we would consent to its arbitration; we
have already consented to it by this agreement, and we would
simply be memorialized to name three commissioners. The
initiation of that controversy rests entirely with the counfry
with whom we have made the contract and not with us.

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; that is true, Mr. President. I was
citing it as one of the instances where we could be compelled
to arbitrate. We would not arbitrate it. This Government will
never fall so low that it will permit its action alreally performed,
upon which a great enterprise is based and upon which the effect
and vitality of the existence of that enterprise rests—we will
never submit such a question to the representatives of any
monarchy in the world, even though we might make 40 treaties.
The people have a way of settling those questions, and they
would retire from their Congress the men who had dared thus
to undertake to undo that which they have ratified, and they
would send men here who would know how to run a govern-
ment, and dare to do it.

I only suggest that because it is a live question in this Cham-
ber. It is only a few hours since it was urged upon us, and it
is now a pending question in a committee of this body. The
question raised here would be a sufficient bill upon which to
present such a matter—that we had, by political jugglery,
brought about a fictitious treaty that enabled us to take ad-
vantage of a government with which we were at peace in order
that we might gain a pecuniary reward. I am not going to
express an opinion in regard to the merits of the Colombian
case. I was a Member of this body when those transactions
were being considered, and what I had to say I said then. I
only cite it as one of those instances that would come within
the puryview of this proposed treaty.

Suppose, again, that British subjects are found to have in
their possession, under a claim of purchase for valuable con-
sideration, some $700,000,000 of bonds that were issued by au-
thority of no law of the United States and yet purporting to
have behind them the faith and credit of a part of the United
States, do you think this Government, in response to a demand
by the subjects of Great Britain, would submit the question to
arbitration as to whether or not those bonds were a legal or
a moral obligation resting upon this country? Never. Congress
might, in its forgetfulness, undertake to do so; but the people
of the United States would make a new Congress.

Then, again, it is proposed that the matter shall rest in abey-
ance one year in order that the boys may determine whether
or not they really want to fight. I remember a school-teacher
who used to tell the boys that before they entered into a fight
they should each walk around the schoolhouse in opposite direc-
tions, and if, when they met on the other side, they really wanted
to fight, why, go ahead. Contention is an attribute of the human
character, whether singly or in the aggregate of nations, and
inasmuch as it has been a method of settling controversies be-
tween men and nations, we may consider it as one of the old-
established rights and lights along the highway from the ear-
liest civilization to the civilization of to-day and not to be
lightly disregarded.

Do you suppose, Mr. President, that there would have been
a nation ealled the United States of America to-day had this
arbitration treaty been in existence? Oh, I am met with the

suggestion that conditions then were peculiar; they do not
exist to-day. It may truly be said that there have been no con-
ditions existing in the history of the world that have not been
repeated in other ages and which may not be repeated in the
What government on earth is the result of a

ages to come,

contract? Can any Senator name a government that grew out
of a contract between nations or parts of nations? I know of
none. Are we to have no more governments? Is nothing new
and good and great to be carved out of the raw material of the
world from which governments have been made in the past
and will be made in the future? What tribunal under the in-
fluence of monarchical ideas would have allowed the United
States to take the territory we gained from Mexico? What
monarchy or combination of monarchies would have allowed
this great country to reach its present status as a nation?
None. There is no monarchy in the world in sympathy with a
republic; there never has been, and yet, like the foolish little
lamb, just because the lion and the tiger and the jaguar have
smooth skins and are lithe and beautiful, we are going up and
lie down among them and await their appetite!

Mr. President, these treaties present a serious question, the
most serious question that has ever presented itself to the
American people as regards their relations with foreign nations.
Think you to-day that Germany would consent to adopt our
system of government? If not, it is evidence that they do not
approve of it. Think you that France, which nominally is a
republie, would be willing to incorporate into its system of
government the real foundation principles upon which our Gov-
ernment rests? They had the opportunity to do so, but they
did not take advantage of it. There can be no better evidence
of the fact that they do not approve of it. Do you think that
England, Mr. President, approves of our form of government?
The best evidence that she does not is that she does not adopt
it. Is there any nation on earth that does approve of our form
of government? There is none—not one.

If you were going to select a jury to determine the righis of a
citizen, in the first place you would want a jury composed of
members who spoke the language of the contending parties in
order that they might interpret it free from the embarrassing
shades and distinctions that even with one who speaks another
language is embarrassing. If you were going to select a jury to
determine the rights between two American citizens, you would
gelect men who have American instinets. If it involved a ques-
tion of government or the interpretation or application of laws
of the Government to the act of a party, you would select men
who knew something of our laws and had some sympathy with
them. That is not the proposition under this treaty.

It is not proposed that this court, which is to determine
whether we have any cause of action—in other words, to pass
upon the demurrer to the bill—it is not intended that it shall
contain members who are familiar either with our institutions
or who speak our language. If our representatives were so un-
fortunate as not to understand the language in which one or
more of them expressed his ideas, he would have to have an
interpreter in the court where our rights, the rights of the
American people, are being determined.

The scope of the questions to be determined is startling. I
have not heard reference to that part of it. Article 1 says “all
differences hereafter arising under treaty or otherwise” I
have omitted the intervening words of description. ‘“All differ-
ences hereafter arising under treaty or otherwise,” mark yon,
“and which are justiciable.” I have heard several definitions
given to that word here. The definition of the word “jus-
ticiable” in France, or the equivalent word there, is entirely
different from the definition accepted for that word in England;
and in Italy it differs from both. )

Now, suppose that this joint high commission of inquiry is
composed of one Frenchman, one Ifalian, and one German.
Which of those three is to determine the extent and scope of
the meaning of that word? In England they have the dual
system of law and equity. In France they have not; and in
Italy they have a system that ignores both. I think it was
assumed in the making of this treaty with Great Britain that
that word would be interpreted according to the laws of Eng-
land, which are not dissimilar to ours. They have a system
of equity which originated in the option ‘of the guard at the
door of the King's chamber in diseriminating as to who should
and who should not be admitted to see the King and present
his grievances. That was the origin of that system, which is
termed equity. Blackstone says it is to deal with those gques-
tions wherein the law by reason of its universality is deficient
and insufficient to deal with it. Anything that may be disposed
of by law can not come within the jurisdiction of equity, and
that is the test.

Now, that is the English rule, and if the controversy was
between the English people and this Government there weuld
be no lack of harmony in the rule that should govern. Bar if
that was to be adjudicated by three members of the joint Righ
commission, neither of whom was in sympathy or mental touch
with the rule of equity and the spirit of equity which prevail
or obtain between our country and Great Britain, then we
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would have a tribunal lacking in knowledge and instinct, be-
cause when you are dealing with equity you are dealing with
instinet.

When the importunities became so numerous that the guard
at the King's door was embarrassed to determine the question,
the King had to substitute a little higher-grade man for the
man who was only a guard, and he did that because he wanted
some one who would sift down these suppliants to a minimum in
order that he might not be disturbed more than was necessary.
By and by that guard at the door to the King’s chamber sat as
a judge to determine the questions for which there was no
legal rule of disposition. By and by the King said, “ You do
not need to go to the door any more. You can go up to the
chancellor’s chambers or the court of chancery and sift out
these things before you come to me at all.”

I merely say that in regard to the subject, because it has
been contended that no confusion could arise out of the inter-
pretation of the term * justiciable.” The language of the article
undertakes in a left-handed way to give it an interpretation,
but no one seems to be satisfied with the interpretation con-
tained in the article itself. They all seem to feel that it is nec-
essary to add something to it. I think they are right about
that. It is necessary to add the ax to it and cut it out.

I want to read a word or two about that:

All differences hereafter arising under treaty or otherwise and
which are justiciable in their nature by reason of being susceptible of

decision by the application of the prineiples of law or eguity shall be
submitted.

That was intended to be a definition of the word * justi-
ciable.”

We will next go to the tribunal. At home we have certain
constitutional rights in regard to the determination of contro-
versies affecting the persons or the property of our citizens or of
persons residing within the jurisdiction of the Government.
This proposes in a eclass of cases to remove that right, to take
away the right of trial that would ordinarily ensue, and to
transfer it to a foreign tribunal.

Now, in the question of the Republic of Colombia, in the ques-
tion of Hawalii, in the guestion of the Philippine Islands, in
any of those questions the tribunal would sit in Europe, sur-
rounded by the atmosphere and the conditions peculiar to that
country. Individual rights only are at stake. Our Government
has no stake except its duty to protect the rights of the citizen.
So that our citizen must either throw himself with perfect faith
in the arms of this foreign tribunal or he must go over there
and watch it as litigants do in this country. The individual is
not even permitted to be represented by counsel. The right
which is guaranteed to every citizen in this country is denied
to him in that great controversy where, perhaps, everything is
at stake. He is deprived of the right of representation before
it, Some one else makes up the issue, creates the tribunal,
which is not recognized by the Constitution of the United States,
and says to him, “ You will be taken care of, and you will not
be permitted to participate in the determination of your rights.”

Now, I revert to the use of the word “ arbitration.” It sounds
pacific, but it is not pacific. It has a kindly feeling that is
calculated to carry away the churches and their congregations
and the good women of the land in their social organizations.
They say what? “ Opposed to arbitrating matters, thus saving
the people from war?” I have hundreds, and I think I may
say thousands, of letters criticizing my position on this matter,
generally in the shape of round robins, the filling out of blanks
which have been sent out from some central point, and very
often with the request, “ Please copy this, so that it will not be
apparent that you are merely filling out a blank.” I had one
yesterday, in which I think only three words were spelled cor-
rectly, asking me—not asking me, but “as your constituents we
demand that you vote for these things ennmerated.” It is safe
to say that the party sending it could not read the measure and
wonld have no more conception of the scope of the treaty, sup-
port for which he is demanding, than would a cat. .

Mr. President, I think I have reached a point in my life
where I will not be carried away by that kind of sentiment or
deceived by those methods. I wonder how many in the congre-
gations of the churches in this country who are making such
an arbitrary demand as to the manner of the performance of
a public duty have ever seen the treaty or, seeing it, would
know whether it was a chapter in the Pentateuch or from the
dictionary? I am not inclined to disregard an intelligent ap-
peal from any part of the people in regard to the performance
of my duty on legislative matters, but I want it to be aceom-
panied by some evidence of intelligent consideration, which
will at least suggest to me that the people know enoungh about
it to entitle them to be heard. I use the term “ entitle them
to be heard.” No one in this country has any license to buzz

in your ear in an irresponsible way and demand that you act
responsibly. :

We have The Hague treaty to-day. Japan and Russia are
both parties to the treaty. Over there there is forming out of
the greatest mass of unformed, unorganized government the
world has ever known, either in territory or in number of in-
habitants, new governments—new systems of government. God
only knows what will come out of that condition—whether it
will be monarchs or republics or despots. Yet we are going to
tie ourselves up by this treaty to deal with them under the pro-
visions of The Hague treaty, bearing in mind always that they
are enfitled to the same consideration as other nations with
which we have made treaties.

Some one here expressed the hope the other day that this
would resulf in bringing in all the nations of the earth, so that
the millennium would be at hand. Can any thinking man de-
sire that we shall have a compulsory arbitration treaty with
China in its unorganized state and with the uncertainty and
indefiniteness that surround that situation; that we should be
compelled to arbitrate our difficulty with China or even Japan?

There is much misdirected sentiment in regard to the nation
of Japan, They are great imitators. They were found practi-
cally an unknown nation on the face of the earth avithout any-
thing to distinguish them from what we have been pleised to
term “savages”; and through their adaptability and power of
imitating they have reached a point where they really look, or
try to look, like American citizens—civilized people. Because a
nation may be able to throw out warships and defeat one of
the older nations of the earth on land or sea, it does not follow
that they are to be classed in the same category or under the
same mark of civilization as the people of this eountry.

I would not say anything derogatory of Japan or the Japanese
people. But to compare them with the American people in point
of civilization or commerce is without any reasonable founda-
tion. When they have maintained a status for a hundred years
we may then begin to admit them into the outer tent for investi-
gation to whether or not they are ready to be recognized as
a criterion for the conduct of American citizens. Are we going
to deal with those people on the same basis that we would deal
with England?

It was said here the other day that it was certain Japan
would ask for a similar treaty to that which we are now con-
sidering, and it was suggested that China would soon be in a
position to ask for it, and Italy and Persia, and would we then
have to select this high joint commission from the people of
those nations? Just imagine the Japanese and the Turks con-
stituting two-thirds the membership of a tribunal to determine
the destiny of this country! You submit that plain unvarnished
question to the American people and see what kind of an answer
you will get—the right to enter our publiec schools with or with-
out our consent, the right to do anything that we may do, not
under our grace, but under the manifest of powers that are as
much out of sympathy with us as were those from whom we
wrung the freedom of the country. 2

I wonder what the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CurBeg-
soN] would think of selecting or allowing the present Govern-
ment of Mexico to participate and furnish one of the members
of the joint high tribunal to determine a question of contro-
versy, vital to the interests of the people of this country or to
their rights. I think he would object.

Now, as to the necessity for any such treaty, is it cowardice
that prompts if, or is it patriotism? I repeat that. What
prompts this effort? I say it without animadversion upon any
man. Is it cowardice or is it patriotism? Is it because there
are men in this country who are afraid that their money stacks
will be toppled over by the foreign invader? Is it because there
are men in this country who would rather have dishonorable
peace than honorable war? That is what I call cowardice.

If it is not that, if that is too harsh a term, what other reason
is there for it? Are there great questions pressing upon us
that must be determined by either war or contract? What are
they? Mr. President, no Senator has suggested, no message
that has come to us has suggested, any cause for this extraordi-
nary proceeding.

We have equipped this country with an Army and a Navy
that is to-day quite equal to take care of its interests at home or
abroad. Are we going to continue to build up and maintain
these two great war forces if we make this treaty? Will we
gain in an economic sense the cost of maintaining armies or
building navies? It is not even pretended that we will.

I saw a message or a communication a few days since in
one of the leading journals of the country from a Member close
to the head of the executive department of the Government
which said, “ We do not contemplate for a moment that it will
obviate the necessity of maintaining armies or building navies.”
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Then what do we gain? What are we going to do with these
armies and navies? Are we to maintain them merely because
they are workshops for labor., because they are a medinm
through which to disburse the funds resulting from the income
of the Government, and allow the ships to rot at their docks
or the Army to rest in its camps?

If the acquisition of the Philippine Islands was a good thing
we owe it to the Navy of the United States, not in inaction but
in action. If the island of Porto Rico is a valuable aequisition,
we owe it to the Navy. If tbe acquisition of that great empire
lying west of the Mississippi is desirable, we owe it to the
Army. If the settlement of the disturbances on our border a
few months ago was wise and desirable, we owe it to the Army.
That was war.

Now, you are propesing to abolish these two great arms con-
templated in the Constitution, with their duties defined, with
the limitations placed upon their power and their duties pro-
vided for as to manner and form. Their creation was a part
of the wisdom of the founders of our Government. Were they
unwise? Why did they not propose arbitration? That would
have left us at the mercy of the monarchies of the world in
1812, Why did they not? They were wise men. No one con-
troveris the questien that they were. Why did not Mr. Adams
and Mr, Jefferson and Mr. Franklin and that great coterie of
statesmen, who made and published the Declaration of Inde-
peadence, arbitrate with Great Britain? Was it not wise in
that day to arbitrate? They would have submitted it probably
to Spain and Italy and Prussia. Prussia had not reached a
point at that time where she would have been probably one of
the arbitrators. What would have been the result? Would
there have been a Government of the United States?

When the English blockade runner, in violation of the law
of the country, undertook during our domestic troubles to
enter our ports, that question would have had to be submitted
to the arbitration of Great Britain and France and what there
was of Germany in those days. I wonder how many votes a
measure of that kind would receive in this body. I am speak-
ing something of the effects of it aside from the principle. The
principle involved would be quite sufficient to prevent me from
voting for it, but to those who do intend to vote for it I desire
to accompany the music of their response to the roll call with
this analysis of the thing they are doing.

Mr. President, I am not going to protract this very much. I
want it to be distinctly understood that the thing you are pro-
posing to do is to write out of the Constitution of the United
States the power of Congress to declare war, We would vote
here either against the proposition of declaring war if the senti-
ment of the people demanded it, which would involve the dis-
regard of a treaty, or we would have to observe the treaty and
disregard the demand of the people.

It is not officeholders who have or are invested alone with
the honor of this country. It was a wise reservation in mak-
ing the Constitution to leave the question of the protection of
the honor of the Nation to the people themselves and not to
those who were temporarily in office. If was a wise provision.
Men in office are snugly ensconced sometimes; they have eom-
fortable salaries and honorable positions, and they feel so com-
fortable that they would hate like everything to have a war
come along and disturb them. But the people, who are behind
it and above it and under it and beyond it all, reserved to them-
selves the right to preserve their liberties and their Govern-
ment, and they have accomplished*it. Under the provisions of
the Constitution the people can declare war, and the people
ouly. A treaty between a foreign government and the United
States can not enlarge the constitutional power of the United
States. We have no constitntional power to take away from
Congress the power to declare war. No treaty can take away
that power nor could it add to the power. Our laws are made
at home, and no one should participate in a law except the
citizenship of the United States in the manner preseribed by
the Constitution.

This treaty is drawn in such broad language, in the words
that I called attention to, that the very fact of the existence of
a controversy would lead to war. The first war that we would
have after this treaty is adopted would be over the treaty, and
instead of being a measns of preventing war it would be the
cause of a war. Some coterie of foreign nations, resentful in
their spirit against the act of our people and our Government,
would assume a position in regard to the rights of our people
that would be in contravention of our rights, and we would
fight them because they had undertaken to take away the rights
of our people. That would be your treaty. It would be the
war carpet on which the controversy would be wrestled out.

It must be conceded hy most that section 3 must be elimi-
nated, either in form or force, from this treaty. I do not recall

having heard any Senator express himself to the contrary. We
have pursued a policy of excluding certain aliens from this
country for good cause. That is a question that might, under
the terms of this treaty, be brought before this fribunal of
strangers, and the rules that had been held by our courts in
passing upon those questions would be overridden. For what?
In order that a part of the people might sit snugly and smugly
behind their accumulations, feeling that somebody else would
fight their battles for them. That class of people have gen-
erally relied upon somebody else to fight their battles. The
person who did the fighting would depend upon a pittance and
the hope of a pension; the person for whom the battle was
fought would reap the benefits of the victory and forget the
agency that preserved him.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The suggestion of the Senator from
Idaho right at that point prompts me to inquire whether the
so-called Platt amendment, by which the Government of the
United States undertakes to exercise a certain suzerainty over
the island of Cuba, might not also become the subject of interna-
tional inguiry, if article 3 is to be left in the treaty as sub-
mitted. I am prompted to say this, because it is a well-known
fact that we have expended millions and millions of dollars in
order that that island might be free, and having enjoined upon
them certain conditions for the maintenance of that freedom
we have elected to say that it shall not be within the power of
that sovereign State to contract any obligation that would in
any way impair her sovereignty. If that question could not be
inquired into by a tribunal such as is sought to be superimposed
upon us by article 3, I do not know of a controversy that does
come within its jurisdiction. In other words, if the Senator will
indulge me, we are embarking upon a general scheme of inferna-
tional meddiesomeness, which begins nowhere and ends nowhere;
and I make the declaration without fear of contradiction, that
if we pass this treaty in the form in which it comes to us to-day
there is not a Senator in this body who can tell what questions
we have resolved fo arbitrate with Great Britain and France.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I started to ennmerate ac-
cepted conditions that might come within the scope of this
treaty, and I found my list growing so long that I abandoned it
and concluded not to undertake to enumerate them all. Of
course, the question suggested by the Senator from Michigan is
one that would come clearly within the purview of this per-
formance, if I may so designate it.

I would not like to see this debate close without the Itecorp
reciting the prineiple that was recognized at the beginning of
our Government. We cerfainly must not forget that authority
nor the wisdom of that period. It is fashionable in some sec-
tions of ithe country to minimize the wisdom and the services of
George Washington. I have been nshamed sometimes when I
heard in public address a reference to him as though he was a
subject to be apologized for. He did not please certain pecple
of his day who happened to be writers, and many of them spoke
of him with tolerance, when, as a matter of fact, while they had
been indulging in the pleasures of life and inactivities George
Washington was busy mentally and physically. No man of his
age was better trained mentally, better equipped mentally, to
participate in the formation of a Government than George
Washington. Through his familiarity with the English Gov-
ernment of that day he knew what to do to correct the evils
that it stood for, and he knew how to do it.

Nobody ever heard of him proposing a treaty with England.
He drew his sword and went into the battle, and for eight years
he sustained that cause by his personal intelligence and integ-
rity and bravery. I wish I could state all three words at once,
because one is not entitled to precedence over the other. And
when that battle was ended he did not go back and settle down
to enjoy comfort and ease. He had furnished money to the
Government to carry on the strife in its hour of need, and he
went back to Virginia, and he stands responsible in history for
Virginia’s adoption of the Constitution of the United States.
When jealousies had grown up—and I say it without any disre-
spect to the gréat State of Virginia—when jealousies had grown
up in Virginia over the terms of the Constitution, it was George
Washington who went back there and made a campaign from
neighborhood to neighborhood, talking with his fellow citizens
personally and in groups, urging upon them the necessity for
action in adopting the Constitution. Yet I have heard persons
sneer at him, and I have read their sneers.

Then during the time when the Constitutional Convention
was in session the master minds of that convention included
George Washington. He sat there presiding over the delibera-
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tions of the Constitutional Convention, adding and aiding as
a member of the convention by his wisdom and his experience.
We owe much of the wisdom of that instrument to the conserva-
tive and wise intelligence of George Washington. And when
the Government had been made, when it had been wrested
from motarchy through his efforts—and I say “ through his
efforts ” without discrediting or detracting from the credit due
to every man who bore arms—when the freedom of this coun-
try from English rule was an accomplished thing, and he had
taken up the question of establishing a civil government, his
mind was filled ,with wisdom that directed and guided and
controlled great men who were associated with him. .

Did you ever read his correspondence at the time the adop-
tion of the Constitution was under consideration? I commend it
to those who have not pondered it and who would slur the part
that Washington took in civil affairs.

He left a message that will find a welcome and a resting place
in the heart of every thoughtful and patriotic American citizen,
in which he warned the people of that day, and of the days to
follow, against the very thing that is proposed to be done by
this treaty. I am going to close what I have to say by calling
attention to a few of the things he did say. He says: “A gov-
ernment belongs to the people and not to office holders.” There
is a wisdom there that is as far-reaching as any spoken utter-
ance of the human tongue, and that is often forgotten. He said:

Real patriots who may resist the intrignes of the favorite are liable
to become suspected and odious, while its tools and dupes usurp the
epplause and confidence of the people to surrender their interests.

That is just as true to-day as it was then. That is a sign
post; it is a danger signal; it is to put us on gonard that we are
not to mistake the iambean for the fort, the light for the solid
earth. Then he says:

Europe has a set of }grﬁmary interests which to us have none or a
very remote relation. ence she must be engaged in frequent contro-
versies, the causes of which are essentially foreign to cur concerns.
Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to im;.\l!ca.ta ourselves by
artificial ties in the ordinary vielssitudes of her politics or the ordinary
combinations and colligions of her friendships or enmities.

Just look to-day at the condition of things in Europe. He
says further:

Why quit onr own to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by Inter-
weaving our destiny with that of anEy part of Europe, entangle our

ce and prosperity in the tolls of European ambition, rivalship, in-
erest, humor, or caprice?

That question is as pertinent to-day as it was then.
It is our true polley to steer clear of permanent alliances—

I am reading the words of George Washington:

It is our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances with any
fgr‘tig)ritof the foreign world, so far, I mean, as we are now at liberty

He had reference, of course, to certain undefined relations
then existing with France.

It is folly in one nation to look for disinterested favors from an-
other; that it must pay with a portion of its independence for what-
ever it may aceept under that character.

Here we yield up our independent and sovereign right to be
governed by the sense of wisdom that marks the hour of con-
troversy because we promised somebody we would do it. Is
that becoming a Nation like ours? He says:

Agalnst the insidious wiles of foreign Influemce—I conjure you to be-
lleve me, fellow citizens—the jealousy of a free people ought to be con-
stantly awake, since history and rience prove that foreign influence
Is one of the most baneful foes of republican government.

They forget that we are a Republic who undertake fo make a
contract with a foreign nation with a different form of govern-
ment, with different traditions, with different impulses. They
would bind us so that in the hour of trial we might be com-
pelied to share in perpetrating an injustice upon a lesser nation,
or in joining in war with which we should have no sympathy,
merely because one generation and one administration had, in
their zeal to set their flag high in glory, undertaken to do
something because it was odd and unusual.

Mr, President, no one who loves his country and who wants
to feel that it will outlive him in the generations and the cen-
turies that follow can look ealmly on while such a humiliating
contract as this is being entered into. Are we afraid to stand
out in the open among the nations of the earth? Are we dis-
trt}imtful of the wisdom of the hour when these questions shall
arise?

Do we think that the generations that will follow us will not
be capable of coping with questions of the future that we should
in this day attempt to hold their hands? When they discover
the bands upon their wrists that we have sought to fasten there
they will throw them off, and they will throw off the high
opinion and the sacred memory of the generation that dared
thus underestimate them or their ability to conduct the affairs
of the Nation, of the American people.

I hope that this treaty will not become a law of this land.
If it does, I shall pray for the wisdom of the generations that
shall follow this, whose aim is rather the preservation of the
principles of our Government than the ambition to be written
among those who held place and were given honor by the people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Symira of Michigan in the
chair). The gquestion is upon agreeing to the amendment pro-
posed by the Committee on Foreign Rtelations.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, if the Senator from Mis-
sissippi is to speak, I suggest the absence of a quornm.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska
sulglgests the absence of a gquornm. The Secretary will call the
roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Bacon

MeCumber Root

urtis

Baile Dillingham MecLean Bhively
Bor du Pont Martin, Va. Simmons
Bourne Fletcher Martine, N. J. Smith, Ga.
Bradley Foster Myers Bmith, Md.
Bglgg: Gallinger Nelson Bmith, Mich,
Bristow Gardner Nixzon Bmith, 8. C.
Brown Gore O’'Gorman Smoot
Bryan Gronna Oliver Stephenson
Burnham G nheim Overman Sotherland
Burton - Heyburn Page Bwanson
Chamberlain Hitehock Paynter Thornton

ilton Johnson, Me. Penrose Tillman

pg Johnston, Ala. Pe Townsend
Clark, Wyo. Jones Perk Warren
Clarke, Ark. Kern Poindexter Watson
Crane Lea Pomerene Wetmore
Crawford Lippitt Rayner Williams
Culberson Reed Works
Cullom Lorimer Richardson

Mr. LEA. I desire to state that the senior Senator from

Tennessee [Mr. TAYror] is necessarily absent from the Chamber.

Mr. CRAWFORD. 1 desire to again state that my colleague
[Mr. Gaymsre] is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. Seventy-nine Senators have
answered to their names. A quorum of the Senate is present.
The Chair recognizes the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS., Mr. President, I was not astonished to
ascertain that the Senator from Idaho [Mr. HEYsURN] was op-
posed to either of these treaties. I rather imagined that it would
distress the soul of the Senator from Idaho by any present
agreement of any sort to prevent the possibility of any future
controversy. I had hoped not to be compelled to speak until I
had heard the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Bacox], because I
understand that he is going to attempt to show that there is a
possibility under these treaties of the arbitration of repudiated
or scaled State bonds, and as I have never heard one good
reason in support of that position I had hoped that I could
hear the Senator from Georgia upon it, and then to reply to
what he had to say. It seemed evident, however, by his keep-
ing his seat that we were about to proceed to a vote, and I
thought there were some things that I wanted to say, especially,
in connection with those bonds. The other day I had prepared

‘to speak immediately after the Senator from Massachusetts

[Mr, Lopge] had sat down, but found that I could not do so.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SmitH of Michigan in the
chair). Does the Senator from Mississippi yield to the Senator
from Georgia?

Mr. BACON. I simply (esire to say to the Senator from
Mississippl that I do expect to endeavor to support that propo-
sition before the Senate, and I hope that after I present my
views the Senator from Mississippi will still have the oppor-
tunity to reply.

Mr. WILLIAMS,. Mr. President, I shall go on, then, first,
with the general discussion of the treaties.

It has struck me that it would be a good idea to publish the
text of the Anglo-American treaty of arbitration, signed at
Washington on August 3, 1911, underscoring, so that they shall
be printed in italics, those parts of the treaty which are decisive
of the controversies that have arisen concerning it. In that way
any reader of the CoNGrEssioNAL Recorp will have ealled to his
attention the parts which have given rise to argument. I there-
fore ask that here in my remarks, in the forefront of what I
have to say, the treaty with Great Britain shall be published in
that manner. I have underscored the parts to which I refer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The request of the Senator
from Mississippi will be taken as the sense of the Senate unless -
there is objection. The Chair hears none. s

The treaty with Great Britain, italicized as directed, is as
follows:

The United States of Ameriea and His Majesty the King of the
United om of Great Britain and Ireland and of the British
Dominions beyond the Beas, Emperor of India, hetiaf nally desirous
of perpetuating the peace, which has happily exls between the two
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nati as established in 1814 by the Treaty of Gh and er

stncgnl;’ém interrupted by an ap 4 1to armg and in mlm

firmed and ed in recen yemhysnumberottrmw
controversies have been b;

din agreement
mﬁtra on or otherwise provided for. S0 that now for the first tlme
re nre no important questions of difference ouistanding reen

_t.hem and being resolved that mo future differences shall be a cause
of hostll.ltjes between them or Interrupt their good relations and

tr!en
mh Contracting Parties have, therefore, determined, in fur-
themnce of thesg ends, to conclude a treaty e the scope and
obligations of the pollcy of arbitration adn;ited in their present arbitra-
tion treaty of April 4, 1908, so as to exclude eeru.ln exceptions con-
J’Md in that treaty and to provide means for peacetnl solution of
1 questions of difference which it shsil be fonnd impossible in fotore
to settle by diplomacy, and for that purpose they have appoi.nted as
their respective Plenipotentiaries :
The President of United States of America, the Honorable Phi-
lander C. Knox, Secretary of State of the United States; and
His Britannic Majesty, the Right Honorable .'Iames Bryce, 0. M., his
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotenti ashington ;
Who, having communicated to ome another their full POWErs, fonnd
in good and due form, have agreed upen the following articles:

Arricre 1.
All differences heréafter between the High Contr Par-
ties, which it has not

arisi
ansﬁe to adjust by iﬂﬂmq. relating to
intérnational matters In which the High Contracting P are con-
by virtne of a claim of right made by one against the other

cerned

under treaty or otherwise, AND which are justiciable in their nature by
yeason of being umptﬂrie of decisio» by the application of the prin-
ciples of law or equity, shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of
Arbitration establish at The Hague by the Convention of October 18,
1807, or to some other arbitral tribunal, as shall [may] be decided in
each case 1 a t, which special agreement shall provide
for the organization of such tribunal if necessary, define the scope n;
the powers of the arbitrators, ﬂw queamm or questions at fssue, an
settle the terms of reference and the procedure thereunder.

The provisions of Articles 37 to 90 inclusive, of the Contenﬁon for
the Pacific Settlement of Iaternational Dizputes conclunded at the
Second Peace Conference at Hague on !¢ 18th October, 1907 80
far as applicable, and nnlau they are inconsistent with or modified by
the provisions of the ent to be concluded in each case,
and excepting Articles 53 and f such Conventiun, shall govern the
srbitmuu:o‘gmmedlngs 1o be tnken under this Treaty.

The 1 agreement in each case shall be made on the part o tuc
United States by the President of the United States, by and wit
advice and consent of the Bena: ﬂumsof, His lIa}estyu Govmmaut
reserv the right before concluding a an
matter affecting interests of a self- gorerning domjn on of the Bri
Empire to obtain the concurrence therein of the government of that

dominjon.
Such a ents shall be blndtus when confirmed by the two Gov-
an exchange of notes.

ernments
ArricLe IL

The H.iﬁ.h Contracting Parties further agree to Institute as occasion
arlse& and as hereinafter provided, a Joint High Commission o( Z(nm:lry
to which, n the request of either Party, shall be referred f

artial and consclent!oua investigation any controversy betwaen the
artids within the sc?e of Arl:lc]a 1, before such controversy has been
submitted to arb also any other controversy hereafter
arising betiween Mm even if they are not agreed that it falls within
the scope of Article I; proﬁd«l however, that such reference may be
postponed until the espiration of one year after tho date of the !wm!
request therefor, in order tn ord an 1:»};;)131‘1:1:1111&r !or diplomtte dis-
cussion and adjustment of the questions if either Party
desires such postponement.

Whenever a question or matier of diﬂerme ia referred to the Joint
High Commission of Inquiry, s.s h of the High Con-
tracting Parties shall designate three of its niiomlis to act ag members
ténme Commission o] I uirt Jor the purposes of such reference; or

Commission may e 0 erwise ¢ ted ln any particular case by

terms of reference, the membelthlp ommission and the
termn of reference to be determined in each me by an exchange of

'I'be provisions of Articles 9 to 86, inelusive, of the Convention for
the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes uded at The
Hague on the 18th October, 1907, so far as applicable and unless they
%hre inconsisrtenii with the pr&:mlonsmor this Trﬁel , or are modified by

e terms of reference agreed upon any particu case, shall govern
the organization and procedure of the Commission.

ArTICcLE ITL

The Joint High Commission mm instituted in each case as
oﬂdea for in Article II, is am to eramine into and repo-rt upon
? rticular questions or matters referred to it, for the purpose of
Ia.cil tating the solution of disputes by elucidaﬂng the facis, and to
define the fssucs presented by such questions, and also to Include in its
report such recommendations and conclusions as may be approariate

The m{;:;‘u of the Commission shall not be regarded as decisions of
the quest or matters so submitted either on the facte or on the law
and shall in no way have the character of an arbitral aicard.

[It is further aﬂed however, that in cases in which the Parties
disagree as 1o whet or not a difference i3 gubject to arditration under
Arﬁm‘c I of this Treaty, that question shall be sukmitt®™ to the Joint
High Commission of lnquiry and if all or all but one of the members
of the Commission agree retport that such difference is iwithin the
scope of Article 1, it s]ml! be referred to arbitration in accordance with
the provisions oj this Treaty.]

Arricin'TV.

The Commission shall have power to administer oaths to witnesses
and take evidence on oath whenever deemed nreccsmu'ﬁl any proceeding,
or inguiry, or matter within its jurisdiction under this Tree.ty. and the
High Contracting Parties agree to adopt such legislation as may be
appropriate and necessary to give the Commission the powers above
mentioned, and to provide for the issue of sub s and for compelling
the attendance of witnesses in the %eoceedjngs fore the Commission.

On the tnq‘nl? both sides must heard, and each Party ls entitled
to appoint an Agent, whose du? it shall be to represent his Govern-
ment before the Commission and to present fo the Commission, elther
perscnally or throvgh counsel retained for that purpose, such evidence
and arguments ns he may deem necessary and appropriate for the infor-
mation of the Commission.

AxrTICLE V,

The Commission shall meet whenever called w to make an exam
nation and report under ﬁ: terms of this Treatg?nnnd the Commhﬂ0§
may such times and places for its meetings ay be necessary,
subject at &ll tlmes to special cal !g or directign ot the two Gmrnments.
Each Co ner,ﬂPonthann jolntmeﬂgngo! lon
bl e e S e “}: ""f“m %‘&it B wlll
4 solemn aration Wr.

Iaj‘tﬁrultytyans, {iimmmhpegam the &u s ¢ “f ndes
this Trea » ANd s0c. ration shall e n t
proceedin%s of the Commission. £ e

The United States and British sections of the Commission may each
:}Jigsoilgg itseicreggfé and these all a.ctcu m;ﬁ:; secretarles of the Com-

9 gessions, e Co Oon may employ expertis
and clerical assistants from ﬂmetro time as it may deer?:l gdvlsahle.
The salaries and personal expenses of the Commission and of the agents
a%gecounsetls ::g <111r the seg et:;}ies ghall bejoplﬁd their respective
TIInen: a nable ne:e.ls'arr of
i ,mi.so g expenses of the C
Contractlng Parties.
ArTIcLE VI.

supersede the Arbltraﬂon Trea
h Contracting Partles m

om-
equal moleties by the High

y iy iwati}hded between
1§ ts,

%m shall cuntﬁne lna?iczl?cge:nd
any wa e f

11, 1909, relatin {l&lﬂ! g i

to ons arisin
the "Dominion of aﬂq J i
ArTicLE VIL

The present Treaty shall be ratified the President of the United
States of Amerleca, b%m with the ad and consent of the Semu
thereof, and by His ritannic Majesty. The ratifications shall be ex

l.n;e& gton as soon as possible and the Treaty shall tnke
e!ect on tha date of the exchange of its raﬂﬂmtlms. It shall there-
after remain in force conmtinuously unless and until terminated by
twenty-four months' written notice given by efther ngh Contracting

P S
W ti Fl tentl ries have si this
Treaty in awpueaa;ﬁ:namh%;gm; “uth ol
n e ugnst. Lord

nnle:z%fund nine hundred and el d:zeon. o o B

[ ] PHILANDER C, KXox.

IM et e - JAMES BRYCE,

Y 13 b

dumnlgned. oregoing is a true copy of the original treaty this

Paicaxper C. Knox,
Becretary 0}‘ State.

This Trea
the

the tmty
the United Btates

AvgusT 3, 1911,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Now, Mr. President, Article I, in setting
forth the differences which shall be arbitrable, conﬁnes them,
as you will see from my italies, ﬂ.rst, to “questions hereafter
arising”; second, to “differences” relating to “ international
matters”; and, third—and remember it is “and” and not

—to differences which are “ justiciable in their nature by
renson of being susceptible of decision by the application of the
prineiples of law or equity.

Great Prince of Peace! Mr. President, is not all that confine-
ment enough? Men are awfully partieular about binding them-
selves not to hurt one ancther, and men are awfully careless
about the sufficiency of the cause when the time comes where
there is an opportunity to hurt one another. Attention to the
quoted words italicized in the body of the treaty would have
saved a great deal of trouble to those people upon the Pacific
coast who have been worrying themselves about the question of
mixed schools for the races. That question is not only a purely
domestic one, but it is domestic in the sense that the States
have entire jurisdiction over it. It is not an international
question; it is not even a national guestion; and nothing can
become international with us which has not previously some-
where or somehow been first national.

Regard to the same words would have saved much anxiety
to those who are troubling themseives about the labor ques-
tion in connection with Japanese immigration. The question of
the admission of alien immigrants could never become an inter-
national guestion, although the question of the treatment of
alien laborers after they have entered the country might be-
come one, just as the treatment of Italians by the mob in New
Orleans did

Attention to the second lot of words 1talic!zed would have
saved those who have been troubling themselves lest the Mon-
roe doctrine might be arbitrated. The Monroe doctrine, as its
name indicates, is an American policy or doctrine. It is not a
question “susceptible of decision by the application of the
principles of law or equity.” The doctrine did not arise out of
law or equity, and does not depend on law or equity; and no
law can be appealed to to sustain or to destroy it, not even what
we call international law; nor is the Monroe dectrine in itself,
although some phase arising under it might be, “a question
hereafter arising.”

Mr. President, I have next italicized the provision of Article
I which reads as follows:

As may be decided in each case by special agreement.

That is that part of the treaty which says that when a ques-
tion is submitted to arbitration it shall be submitted either to
the court at The Hague or else to three pationals of each dis-
putant, as may be decided by special agreement.
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I have italicized the words which show that this special
agreement shall in each case do what?

Define the scope of the powers of the arbitrators, the gquestion or
questions at issue,

Those words I have italicized. Mark you, the treaty reads
“in each case”; that is, in the case where arbltration comes
from the decision of the joint high commission after our Execu-
{ive has denied the justiciableness of the question, as well as
in the case where the President or Executive has admitted the
justiciableness of the question.

This is especially of importance because in next to the last
clause of Article I occurs other language, which I have also
italicized, reciting that—

The special agreement in each case shall be made on the part of the
United States by the President of the United States, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate thereof.

The question thus presents itself: In one set of cases the
President says, “This is a Justiciable question.” The Senate
does not decide that it is justiciable; the President decides it.
In the other case, the President deciding that it is not justici-
able, the matter goes to a commission, which sits in arbitration
upon its justiciableness. In neither case does the Senate sit in
judgment upon that question, but in both cases the Senate dele-
gates the power to another instrumentality to decide whether
the question is justiciable. In ordinary cases that instrumen-
tality is the President of the United States; in extraordinary
cases that instrumentality is the joint high commission. If
there be any delegation of the power of the Senate amounting
to an abrogation of its prerogatives in the one case, there Is an
equal delegation amounting to an equal abrogation of its pre-
rogatives in the other case, In each case the matter must come
back to the Senate in order that it shall enter infto “a special
agreement " ; and the special agreement “in each case” deter-
mines, first, whether it shall go to the court of The Hague or
whether it shall go to a commission composed of three nationals
of each side, and, in the next case, in this special agreement
in each case the Senate fixes the scope of the inquiry and powers
of the arbitrators.

All this, taken together, I think, preserves the prerogatives
of the Senate. Who can imagine the United States Benate,
while “defining the scope of the arbitrators” or designating
“the question or questions at issue,” submitting the Monroe
doctrine, or any phase of it, as one of the questions falling
within the scope of any board of arbitrators, no matter how
the arbitral tribunal be organized, whether it be the permanent
court of arbitration at The Hague or the other arbitral tribu-
nal to be decided upon by “special agreement”? Not even a
man could conceive that whose conception was strong enough
to enable him first to conceive—and this is a difficult concep-
tion—of a President who would concede the Monroe doctrine
to be justiciable or of two American nationals upon a joint
high commission who would concede the Monroe doctrine, or
any phase of it, to be justiciable.

The language about the *“special agreement,” the “scope of
the powers,” and the “question or questions at issue” is of
vet more importance when you come to read the language, which
I have also italicized, in Article II, reading:

A joint high commission of inquiry to which, upon the request of
either party, shall be referred for impartial and conscientious investi-
gation any controversy between the parties within the scope of Article I.

And when both are taken in connection with the subsequent
language in the last clause of Article ITI, which is the gravamen
of the objection of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce],
to wit:

It is further agreed, however, that in cases in which the parties dis-
agree as to whether or not a difference is subject to arbitration under
Article I of this treaty that question—

That is, to wit, a question of the interpretation of the treaty,

a question of whether or not the particular question is subject
to arbitration, whether it is justiclable—
That question shall be submitted to the joint high commission of in-
quiry ; and if all, or all but one, of the members of the commission agree
and report that such difference is within the scope of Article I, it shall
be referred to arbitration—

“ Referred to arbitration,” how? Mark the language immedi-
ately following:

In accordance with the provisions of this treaty.

By referring back to the language underscored in article 1
you will find that the expression ““in accordance with the pro-
visions of this treaty ” means that it is to be arbitrated “ either
by the permanent court at The Hague or by some other arbi-
tral tribunal, as may be decided in each ecase by special agree-
ment,” and that that special agreement shall “ define the scope
of the powers of the arbitrators” and *“ the question or questions
at issne”; and from another clause which I have underscored
in Article I it is expressly provided that “ the special agreement
in each case shall be made on the part of the United States by

the President of the United States, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate thereof.” In other words, even if all
three of the American members of the joint high commission,
or two of them, decide that a question is justiciable—and it is
not to be conceived that they would arrive at such a conclu-
sion with regard to any phase of the Monroe doctrine, or with
regard to our undoubted right to fix the conditions for the ad-
mission of immigrants, or with regard to publi¢ schools in a
State, or with regard to the payment of debts repudiated by a
State—but even if all three of them, or all but one of the Amer-
ican members of the commission appointed by our President,
who had previously come to the conclusion that this question
was not arbitrable, and confirmed by our Senate—because all
appointees of the President must be so confirmed and limited
in the scope of their authority by us—should decide that the
question was “ justiciable,” what would it amount to more than
this: That the question would be referred to arbitration *“in
accordance with the provisions of the treaty ”; that is, by “a
special agreement made by the President, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate,” just as if the question or dif-
ference about justiciableness had never arisen at all, and just
as if the President in the beginning had held that the guestion
was justiciable. The prerogatives of the Senate are saved, and
the Senate has the last word. If the Senate surrender anything
by leaving the commission to determine justiciableness in one
case, it surrenders just as much by leaving the President to
determine justiciableness in the other case. It mot only has
the last word, but it has the second word in the process, be-
cause the men appointed as the American commissioners are to
be confirmed by the Senate, or else, if the matter is left to The
Hague tribunal, that tribunal has to be constituted as the ar-
bitral tribunal “by special agreement” made “by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate.”

As if doubly to guard the point, note the language emphasized
in Article ITI concerning the functions and the limitations of the
functions of the joint high commission with regard to its duties
other than that of deciding a dispute of interpretation as to
justiciableness. What is its authority and its limitations in
these other regards? First, it is ‘‘ authorized to examine into and
report upon matters referred to it.” For what purpose? Solely
for the purpose of * facilitating the solution of disputes,” first,
by *“elucidating the facts"™ and, secondly, by *defining the
issues presented by the question submitted to it”; and as if
trebly to guard the same point, note the language to which I
call your attention in Article III, to wit: .

The reports of the commission shall not be regarded as decisions of
the questions or matters so submitted, either on the facts or on the
law, and shall in no way have the character of an arbitral award.

Now, it is troe that that language refers to the other duties of
the joint high commission and not to the specific duty of decid-
ing the arbitrableness or justiciableness of a given question, but
it is persuasive. The truth is, Mr. President, the creation of the
joint high commission is the most valuable part of this treaty,
not becduse of what that commission can do, but because of
what it can delay, and the provisions for it ought in no measure,
in my opinion, to be emasculated. It gives cooling time, because
the first elause in Article IT provides that a reference to the com-
mission, “even when requested by one of the parties,” may be
postponed by the other or by either for a whole year * after the
date of the formal request,” so as to give *cooling time,” or,
to use the language of the treaty, * in order to afford an oppor-
tunity for diplomatic discussion and adjustment.”

Now, let us take a case. Suppose some country would want to
arbitrate some phase of the Monroe doctrine or any other ques-
tion that we do not consider justiciable and that our President
did not so consider. Imagine a country with diplomats go igno-
rant as not to know the differcnce between a poliecy of hemi-
spheric hegemony and an international question * suseeptible of
decision by principles of law and equity” making such a propo-
gition! At once it would be met by the United States Govern-

| ment’'s elaim ﬂmt the Monroe doctrine was not *‘ justiciable ”;

that is, not arbitrable under the treaty, which says that only
“ justiciable ” questions, “international questions,” and * ques-
tions hereafter arising” are arbitrable. The next step, if the
other party to the treaty desired to proceed further and if it
were not thus settled by * diplomatic exchange of views,” would
be its request under the treaty for the appointment of a joint high
commission to investigate and report whether or not the Monroe
doctrine is a justiciable question. Then would come the year's
“cooling time,” if we wished. After that, in order that the joint
high comiission might determine that question in the affirma-
tive, so as to have it referred to arbitration, at least two out of
the three American members of the joint high commission would
have to vote that the Monroe doctrine was a Jjusticiable
guestion.

Now, Mr. President, I might rest this whole controversy npon
the doetrine of chances, and simply say that all this constitutes
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so nearly no chance at all of anything of that sort eccurring
that we might apply thé legal maxinwde minimis non curat lex
to the whole controversy. I am aware that under certain cir-
cumstances the controversy might theoretically go to the regnlar
tribunal of The Hague instead of to the tribunal of the three
nationals, but yon must remember that whether it goes to the
three nationals depends entirely upon us and our pesition in the
premises. We have the right under this treaty to demand in
any case the tribunal of the three nationals. Without a “ spe-
cial lagreement " made by us it could not go to any other tri-
bunal. ;

Mr, Presidenf, this will be borne home a fortiori to your
memories when you remember that the President appointing
these three American commissioners would in such a case have
previously held the gquestion nonjusticiable and presumably
would have appointed men who would hold the same way. I
have a right to infer that from an ordinary knowledge of human
nature. Men oppesing this treaty are awfully eareful about
fixing conditions preventing ocecasions for getting into a row
with one another; they are awfully careful beforehand about
prescribing how not to shed ome another’s blood.

Can any human being, possessed of ordinary reason and a
modicum of knowledge concerning the manner in which the
members of the joint high commission are te be appointed, the
rules governing ¢rdinary human nature—especially as applied
to Americans in connection with this guestion, of which they
have made a fetich—and possessing a medieum of knowledge of
international law, coneeive that it would ever be possible that
two out of the three Ameriean members of the commission thus
appointed and thus confirmed would so report? Furthermore,
can anybody imagine that if they did so report, the Senate of
the United States would enter into the “ special agreement™
made necessary by the treaty “in each ease,” in order to specify
the tribunal of arbitration and define its scope so as to include
the Monroe doetrine?

Now, I am aware that the answer to that is that the Senate
would then be guilty of bad faith, because it is under every
moral obligation to arbitrate, but I say if the question be of
such great and critieal importance as to justify in the Senate’s
opinion war rather than to arbitrate it, we would be In no worse
condition after we had agreed to arbitrate questions of another
character, coneluding that this did not fall within the scope,
than we would be if there had been no treaty or any agreement
of any description. On the contrary, we would be in a better
condition. When I use the term ** betier condition™ I mean a
condition better ealculated to maintain international peace.

I am willing to confess that if a case of that sort could pos-
sibly present itself to the Senate of the United States, the Sen-
ate of the United States would sweep treaty obligations and
everything else to the winds and would not adopt the special
agreement. I de not mean by that they would pass resolutions
refusing to adopt it, either. I mean merely that they would
carry it over and over from day to day and leave the matter
where it previously was—subject to diplomatic disposition. But
the ehanee of the occurrence of the contingency is so infinitesi-
mal that to my mind it ean be ignored.

A great many people in some of the States have been either
giving themselves a great deal of anxiety, or have, because of
ulterior motives, been attempting fo aroumse anxiety in the
minds of others eoncerning the question of the submission to
arbitration of the “carpet-bag” debts saddled upon the south-
ern people during the saturnalia of reeonstruction, with its
rapine, frand, and bankruptey, and afterwards sealed by them.
Two considerations would have avoided this trouble. First,
that no government is called upon to submit to arbitration, un-
der a treaty to submit “differences between the high con-
tracting parties,” any question, except it be a question eonsti-
tuting a * difference” between itself and the other government,
or a claim against itself by that other or its national. If there
be foreign bendholders who have felt outraged by the aection of
the States in refusing to pay fraudulent reeonstrnetion debts,
there is a difference between them and the State wiich refused
to pay, but no difference “ justiciable” or otherwise between
them and the United States. There is a claim by them against
the State, not the United States. You might as well talk about
the United States arbitrating a elaim against an American cor-
poration or against me. The credit was extended to the State
with full knowledge that the United States had nothing to do
with it. Even in the case of a Territory controlled by
this gquestion has been decided and adjudieated as far as'an
international decision can amount to an adjudieation.

I want right here to take a minute or two of the time of the
Senate to read from this volume which I hold in my hand,
volume 4 of Moore's History of International Arbitration,
wherein, on page 3608, will be found the umpire's decision in
a case between ourselves and Great Britain involving the

claim of holders of State bonds. The case was before a joint
mixed commission. Senators who are interested in it will find
the argument on both sides—the argument of the bondholders
and the argnment of the American representative. But here is
the decision of the umpire. There are two cases. The first one
I am going to read is the case of Florida. I will come to a
Texas case in a minute. This was a case where Florida had
contracted the debt and issued bonds while she was a Terri-
tory and when the President of the United States appointed her
governor and the Congress of the Unifed States had a veto upon
her legislation. There is nowhere in any of this, even an inti-
mation, that if the bonds had been issued by Florida while she
was a State, the claimant would have thought that there was
any case for arbitration against the United States. This claim
is founded solely upon the idea that the United States Con-
gress, having the veto power over the acts of the Territorial
legislature and the President of the United States having the
appoiniment of the governor and he having a veto, was respon-
sible, because it was a party in that indirect way to the issuance
of the bonds. And yet in this case the arbitrator says:

.This claim has been brought before the commissioners by. the holders
of bonds Issued by the “ Territory of Florida" while it ‘was under a
Territorial government and before Florida was admitted into the Union
as one of the States of the United States.

At the time of the issue of the bonds in gquestion the Territory was

verned by a legislative council by the people, the govermor
lﬁging a peﬂ:ted by the President of the United States. All the acts or
AWSE 0O

the legislative council were required, by the law of the United
States, to be laid before Congress and, If not 51& of, they be-
came law in Florida.

For one portion of these bonds the elaimants contended that, by the
right which Cm:gresa claimed to re or veto law passed by the
legislative eouncil of Florida, the United States Government rendered
itself liable to JMY the interest and principal of these bonds should
Florida fail to do so.

I shall ask to have as much as I have marked published
before I go to this, which I shall now read. What I was read-
ing then was a statement of the case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The request of the Senator
from Mississippi will be complied with unless there is objec-
tion. The Chair hears none.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The matter referred to, which immediately
follows what I have read, is as follows:

For another portion of the bonds the claim on this ground was
ned, and their claim was based on the fact that the Unlted
States had, in the session of Congress of 184344, admitted Florida into
the Union with a comstitution having the following eclause In it: “ No
reater amount of tax or revenue nha‘.u at any time be levied than mai
required for the necessary expenses of the government.” (Article

of Florida constitution.)
The first be treated seriously; it might
vernment is responsibtg for all
the Canadian debentures, because all the acts passed by the
Parliament require the sanetion of the home (Government before they
become laws. It will be seen, however, that at the time these bonds
were bought It was never imagined by the buyers that the United States

were in any waf liable,

With regard to the second ground of claim—that the United States
by having admitted Florida into the Union as a Statehawith the article
in her constitution above referred to, were rendered liable to pay the
debts of Florida—Iit may be remarked that Congress could mot justly
refuse to admit Florida into the Union with such a constitution; there
was nothing in it eontrary (te) or in violation of the Constitution of
the United States; Congress had only the power to fix the time of
admission and reject any constitution that was contrary to the Con-
stitotion of the United States; mor does it appear that the bondholders
are in any way damaged by this article in the constitution of Florida,

Now, the umpire goes on, on page 3610:

It has been urged that there is no way of %tting at a State gov-
ernment except through the Government of the United States. This is
& mistake. There is no difficulty in the way of individuals dealing
with the separate States in a.n{[ matters that concern the State alone.
Nearly all the Statez have public works and contract leans with indi-
viduals, American and foreign, and any person aggrieved may petition
the governor or legislature for relief. A State ean not deal with a
tureign government ; the intereourse with foreign nations belongs to
the General Government.

To show that the Florida bondholders never supposed the Enited
States in any way responsible, attention is called to the prospectus
issued by the agents for the sale of the bonds, ereated for the Union

Now, the prospectus I need not read. The umpire goes on,
after setting forth the prospectus:

The securities enumerated in this document are four, and they were
ample if honestly administered; but not the slightest allusion is made
to any liability of the United States, nor is there discoverable the
smallest foundation for the claim of the bondholders before this com-
mission, which is constituted for the purpose of settling the elaims of
British subjects.

Now, mark the language:

‘Which is constituted for the p of settl[nég the claims of British
subjects against the Government of the United States.

Mark the Ianguage of this treaty, so nearly identical:

Differences arising between the high contracting parties—

I resume the reading—
or af the citizens of the United States a st the British Government
The bondholders have @ just claim on the State of Florida; they have

lent their money at a fair rate of interest, and the State s bound by
every principle of honor to pay inferest and principal; and it is to be
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hoped that, soconer or later, the people of Florida will discover that
honesty is the best policy, and that no State can be ealled respectable
that does not honorably fulfill its engagements.

But all the same they—the mixed commission—decided that
the United States Government had nothing to do with those
bonds. They were originally Territorial bonds, coming over from
Florida as a Territory to Florida as a State. A stronger case
against my contention that if the bonds had been issued by
Florida as a State, because the United States are a part of the
government of a Territory, having a double veto on its acts.

Now, 1 want to call your attention to the Texas case. This
you will find on page 3594, beginning on page 3591 of the same
volume.

I read from page 3594 :

The umpire appointed agreeably to the: provisions of the convention
entered into between Great Britain and the United States on the 8th
of February, 1858, for the adjustment of claims by a mixed com-
mission—

The other day, when I called attention to this, the Senator
from Georgia said it was a claim. I replied, yes; in the name
of common sense what question concerning bonds could be sub-
mitted to an arbiter except that which was in the nature of a
claim, and these repudiated carpet-bag bonds would be no less
s0, and no more so, than these Florida and Texas bonds were—
having been duly notified by the commissioners under the said con-
vention that they had been unable to agree u{)on the decision to be
given with reference to the claims of the heirs of James Holford—

He was the bondholder—

against the Unlted States in relation to Texan bonds, and havin
carefull{’ examined and considered the papers and evidence p_rodnr:

on the hearing of the sald claim, and having conferred with the sald
commissioners thereon, hereby reports that this commission can not
entertain the claim, it being for transactions with the independent
gtegt‘:!gllc of Texas prior to its admission as a State of the United

Now, then, this question came up in that case: The United
States had in the meanwhile, after the issuance of the bonds,
admitted Texas to the Union, and they had not only done that,
but had made an agreement that Texas should retain her
public lands and that Texas was to pay her own debt. So the
bondholders urged that those two things were a sort of condi-
tion for one another, do you not understand, and in that way
the United States Government was more or less directly bound.

They made another plea, still more urgent, that the United
States Government later on purchased from the State of Texas
a certain disputed area and agreed to pay therefor $10,000,000,
and had kept $5,000,000 of that sum in the Treasury of the
United States, and they contended because the United States
had the $5,000,000 in hand they ought to be accountable at least
to that extent; but the mixed commission decided that the
arbitration treaty was a treaty to adjust differences between
the United States and the nationals of Great Britain and not
between the State of Texas and the nationals of Great Britain.
Now, let me go on with my argument.

If any arbitration on this question of State bonds is ever to
be had, it will be by a board evoked and agreed upon by and
between the respective States and the bondholders, the parties
at difference. That may now be had at any time when the
two—they were the high contracfing parties in that case—
agree to have it.

The intervention of the United States Government is not only
not necessary, but would be at once absurd and insolent. Sec-
ond, it is not only true amongst individuals, but it is true
amongst nations that *““no one can plead ignorance of the law.V
Every civilized nation in the world knows that this is not a
government of unlimited powers, and knows that it is a govern-
ment of a dual character, and that the Federal Government
possesses only such powers as are delegated to it by the people
in the Constitution creating it, and that it can, therefore, as a
government refer to arbitration only those questions over

which jurisdiction is vested in it as a government. It is true.

that with regard to international affairs—questions solely inter-
national—the Government of the United States is one of plenary
power, but this is true only when the question is a question
between the United States and a foreign power; that is, when
the question is really an “international question,” and one to
which the Government of the United States is a party.

That is, a question between the United States and a foreign
power, one to which the United States is a party. Even Great
Britain in this very treaty preserves the right in case any in-
terest of her self-governing colonies are affected, to consult
them before submitting to arbitration. She had to make that
reservation, because she has not admitted any rights of sov-
ereignty in her so-called self-governing colonies; but we did not
have to express it in the treaty, because we published it to the
world in the Constitution of the United States, presumably
known to men intelligent enough to be diplbmats. -

If Canada should repudiate her bonds, under this very treaty,
no American citizen coul@” secure arbitration of that question
under this treaty unless Canada consented to it.

One more point. The President and two-thirds of the Senate
can no more pass a treaty changing, altering, or amending the
Constitution of the United States than the President and the
two Houses could do the same thing by ordinary law., A treaty
after all, as John Marshall said, is like any other law of the
Federal Government, to wit, it is “the supreme law of the
land,” but only when “ made in pursuance of the Constitution ”
of the United States; and any competent Federal court would
have no hesitancy in declaring a treaty, usurpatory of Federal
power, unconstitutional, just as it wonld declare any other law,
thus usurpatory, unconstitutional; all this, even if one could
conceive that the President or two out of three American na-
tionals and the Senate by special agreement would or could
agree to leave such a question to arbitration, and furthermore
could conceive that the Senate would confirm arbitrators who
were capable of deciding that way.

What I have said above as regards the position of the Gov-
ernment of the United States, if it were attempted to submit to
arbitration the question of the refusal to pay State debts, is
based upon the assumption that the arbitration wonld be made
with a view fo binding the State and thereby forcing it to pay
a debt which the authorities of the State and the people of the
State had considered fraudulent. Of course, there is a sense in
which the United States Government might undertake, if it
chose, to submit to arbitration the question of the payment of
the amount of a State debt, and might pay it in consequence of
a decision of an arbifral tribunal, but, if it did, the question
would not be whether the State should pay the debt or not, nor
in anywise a question of binding the State, but whether the
United States, of its own free grace, would pay the debt. If
they, the United States, did pay the debt, they would have no
way of recovering it from the State, either by the force of the
treaty, or by a subsequent act of Congress, or by process in the
courts. This is all to plain to my mind. The United States
Government might, out of charity, generosity, or magnanimity,
with a view of purchasing friendship, or for some other free
grace reason, agree by treaty to pay any nation any sum of
money already gathered into its Treasury, and which therefore
had already become its “ property,” of which it could “dis-
pose,” provided that the Congress of the United States, after
the agreement by treaty to pay it, would pass a law appropriat-
ing the sum. The fact that this sum happened to be the amount
of a State debt, and that that happened to be the reason why the
United States Government chose to give away the sum, would
not affect the right “by law™ to “dispose of " money in the
Treasury. This proceeds upon the theory that money in the
Treasury is, in the sense of the constitutional clause, “ the prop-
erty of the United States” and can therefore be * disposed of "
by it. It was upon that very theory, which I never regarded as
too sound, that Congress appropriated money for the voleano
sufferers in Martinique, for the earthquake sufferers in San
Francisco, and for the fire sufferers in Boston or Chicago—I
have forgotten which.

Suppose the absurdity that the Federal Government agreed to
submit to arbitration the question of debts due by a State and
coniracted by a State, and not due by nor contracted by itself
(and universally recognized not to be), how would the State be
hurt? If the United States wanted, for any reason satisfactory
to itself, to pay any bondholders the amount of a disputed bond
of North Carolina, for example, let them do it. North Carolina,
holding the debt fraudulent, neither ought to nor would repay
the amount. The procedure of the United States Government
would be harmless to North Carolina, even though it were senti-
mentally offensive.

I want the Senator from Georgia, when struggling later with
this ghost, to direct his attention to that point. The United
States would have no way known under high heaven to recover,
and the United States Government would have no right to pay
them except as a gratuity, just as it gave $20,000,000 to Spain,
just as it gave a million, or whatever it was, to the Martinique
sufferers; and that is an admission, for the sake of argument on
my part, because I for one have always doubted whether that
clause of the Constitution saying that Congress had power “to
dispose of the property of the United States” applied to money
in the Treasury, when it disposed of it for some purpose not
otherwise specifically or inferentially contemplated by the
Constitution. But the theory has been acted upon, and therefora
I waive dispute of it in this case.

In the case of the United States freely and unnecessarily
agreeing to pay a sum equal to the debt of a State, no power
to hold the State would reside in the Federal Government, All
the lawyers in the world could not conceive of any method
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whereby the Federal Government could make the State pay the
money back to if, unless the State had requested or agreed to
the arbitration or had requested or agreed to the payment by
the United States and in that way had made itself morally, if
not legally, liable. I mean by that in no peaceable way. Of
course, if the United States chose to collect it by armed force,
I imagine it could. But that is out of the question.

It seemed to me almost unnecessary to argue this question,
and yet this anxiety is being worked in many of the States with
a view to creating hostility to universal peace arbitration
treaties.

It seems equally plain that the question of the admission of
aliens is, as it always has been considered, one of purely domes-
tie policy, except in so far as treaty agreements exist. So long
as treaty agreements exist we can be called upon to arbitrate
things arising under them or the differences of interpretation
growing out of them, and we ought to be required to do it.

If we of our own free will enter into a treaty obligation with
any couniry on the surface of the earth, we ought to be willing
to leave to arbitration the question whether or not we are ob-
serving that treaty. But except when there is such a treaty
obligation, nobody has ever been bold enough to urge that any
country did not have entire plenary control over the question
of the admission of aliens to its own shores, and even when
there is a treaty, the right to abrogate the treaty is always re-
served in the treaty itself, and even if it were neglected to be
reserved, the right to abrogate exists as a conceded fact in in-
ternational law. So that upon proper notice the treaty could
be abrogated if, in our opinion, the interpretation had made its
operation injurious to us, and the utmost burden we would
undergo would be for the short time during which the notice
* of abrogation was operating.

We to-day exclude Chinese without a treaty. We limit the
immigration of Japanese with a treaty. We could to-morrow,
if we chose, pass a law declaring that red-headed aliens should
not land upon American soil for the purpose of residence. We
could forget our very ancestry, if we chose, and provide that
Irishmen should not come or that Scotchmen or Englishmen
should not. It might hurt the feelings of the people of Ireland,
or Scotland, or England, or the feelings of red-headed men all
over the world; but we would be acting, unless we had volun-
tarily entered into treaty obligations to the contrary, within
an undoubted and admitted scope of domestic policy, which
could not constitute a rightful casus belli.

But the great objection made to the treaty is that there is a
surrender of the prerogatives of the Senate.

Mr. President, I have not been here long enough to regard the
Senate as especially sacred, except in the sense that all other
American institutions are. It seems that the august body of
which I am an humble member—some of the Senators talk that
way—wants to make itself still more hated and distrusted than
it is by standing with fine-spun, if not fancied, prerogatives
athwart the way of another great and greatly desired progres-
sive movement. I hope that the language that I have italicized
in the first part of the treaty shows that the treaty itself ex-
pressly and specifically guards against this objection by the
words in the next to the last clause of article 1, providing that
the *“special agreement” “in each case” shall be made “by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate.” Even when
the joint high commission itself “reports” that a question is
“ justiciable,” that does not of itself fix the character of the
board of arbitration nor the scope of its inquiry, for the provi-
sion of the language is that such a question shall then “be re-
ferred to arbitration in accordance with the provisions of this
treaty ”; and in order to so refer it “in accordance with the
provisions of this treaty” a “special agreement” “in each
case ” must, by the express requirement of the treaty itself, be
made, and that special agreement must be made “ by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate.” The Senate merely by
failing to act could block the whole procedure. But even if
such a joint high commission, with members appointed by the
President “by and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate "—for all Federal appointments must be so made—could
not only direcily refer a question to arbitration as a result of
its having decided that it was * justiciable ” in its nature, but
could define the scope of the arbitrators—which it ean not—I
contend that that would be no surrender of the prerogatives of
the Senate, even though there might be danger to national poli-
cles, which I think I have shown to be practically imaginary.
It is a maxim of law that “ that is certain which can be made
certain.,” If an arbitration treaty were entered into such as is
supposed—and nobody disputes that the treaty itself must be
adopted by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, two-
thirds of its Members voting for it—and if that treaty provided
that all * justiciable” questions should be arbitrable, and de-
fined, as this treaty does, what questions are justiciable, and
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further said that in case of dispute the commission should de-
termine the point of justiciableness or disputed interpretation,
then the creation and action of the commission itself would be
“by and with the advice and consent of the Senate,” the only
difference being that the advice and consent by a two-thirds
majority of the Senate was given beforehand and not after-
wards and was given in wholesale and not by retail.

It has never been disputed that the Senate can pass a treaty,
submitting to a particular board of arbitration a particular
question, and that the Government of the United States could be
morally bound beforehand by the award. If it be not inimical
to the constitutional prerogatives of the Senate to agree before-
hand to submit a particular question to a specially selected
arbitral tribunal, then how can it be inimical to those same pre-
rogatives to agree beforehand to submit all * justiciable” and
‘“ international questions” “ hereafter arising” to a permanent
tribunal *“or one otherwise” to be determined “by special
agreement "? According to my poor, weak intellect, the princi-
ple in the two cases ig the same. Of course, under a general
arbitration treaty as under a special arbitration, if the award
of the arbitration is that the United States Government shall
pay money, this Government is powerless to pay it unless “ Con-
gress” shall appropriate it. But this defect is common to both
schemes—special and general arbitration. TUnless that part of
the Constitution of the United States which says that “no
money shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of
appropriations made by law " is changed, this will be always the
case in all cases, whether particular or general, national or
international.

I myself have always thought that that clause of the Consti-
tution ought to be modified to fit cases of treaty agreements to
pay. However, it has never yet in our history given any serious
trouble, because when a payment of money under a treaty is so
popular that-the President and two-thirds of the Senate have
agreed to it it has never happened, and perhaps never will
happen, that there will not be for the same purpose and at the
same time and for the same reasons a majority of the House of
Representatives advocating it. Still, if at some time a clash
of this sort should occur, after a solemn agreement by freaty
to pay and a refusal by Congress to appropriate, it would leave
us in a very awkward condition. I have always thought that
it was one of the situations overlooked by our forefathers. To
illustrate, when a Member of the House I was bitterly opposed
to our annexation of the Philippines. Part of the agreement of
the annexation was the payment of $20,000,000 to Spain. The
question came to the House for an appropriation of the money.
I took the position, as did many others, that while the treaty
was an unwise one and while there was no legal obligation upon
our part to appropriate, the President and -the Senate having
no power to bind the House of Representatives, there was a
moral obligation tantamount in force in my opinion to a legal
one or even superior to it, just in the same sense that debts of
honor are superior to commercial debts, and that a gentleman
will be mere solicitous about providing for the payment of an
unsecured debt where no legal recovery can be had tian he
would be 2bout a secured one, for whose collection and p:yment
the law m:kes provision.

Mr. President, the Senate does not here delegate a power to
make a treaty. It exercises the power by appointing an agent
to represent it within certain limits.

Postal agreements with other nations were referred to the
other day by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce].
He was singularly unfortunate in his reference, because he de-
nied that they were treaties, and he said we couid fix inter-
national postal rates by statutory law in the United States.
We could do no such thing, nor fix anything else to operate
outside of our own domain. We have upon the contrary ap-

pointed an instrumentality for the purpose of doing that, and

that is the Postmaster General with the concurrence of the
President.

The Senator tried to make a distinction between a eonvention
and a treaty. They are both agreements with some other
foreign and independent power. There can be no convention
between two independent sovereign nations on the face of this
earth which is not in the nature of a treaty. It is absurd to
say that any international postal arrangement or agreement
could owe its existence simply to an American law. It is true
that the American law takes care of the matter so far as the
American receipt of postal dues is concerned and so far as the
operation of the posts on American soil goes, but all our postal
conventions have been treaties, and they have been treaties
which have been negotiated in this way. In every case the
Senate of the United States did not delegate the treaty-making
power to the President and the Postmaster General. Congress
merely passed a general law in which they said that under
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certain eircumstances and within certain limits the Postmaster
General and the President would constitute the agency for the
purpose of making these agreements. It was not a delegation
of the power, but an exercise of the power through an instru-
mentality selected by the treaty-making power.

I go on a little further. Under the Geneva arbitration freaty,
the arbitration of the Alabama claims, not only did the com-
mission decide the amount of damage that was done and the
liability of Great Britain for that damsage, but that commission
decided upon the question of its own jurisdiction, the scope of
its inquiry under the treaty. The two Governments entered
into a treaty in certain general terms, and the question came up
before the commission as to how far it could go under that
treaty, and the commission itself interpreted the treaty, just as
this joint high commission is called upon to interpret this
treaty.

If the Government of the United States could leave to a com-
mission not only the power to arbitrate but the power to in-
terpret the treaty law under which it arbitrated, why can it
not leave to one commission the power to arbitrate and give
another commission the power to interpret?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President——

Mr, WILLIAMS. In one minute. That commission met, and
one of the first questions that come up—and it was a great dis-
pute between the British commissioners and the American eom-
missioners—was as to how far the treaty went, and the com-
mission itself decided the question.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mississippi
yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The case cited by the Senator from
Mississippi was a specific grant. This is a general power.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I know no difference be-
tween the two, specific and general, except a difference in de-

Here this is specific, but in a broader sense it is the
arbitratioa of justiciableness of questions. That commission
arbitrated a certain class of questions defined under the treaty
to be setiled as having grown out of the conduct of Great
Britain toward the United States in the war between the States.
That commission had to decide as to whether certain acts urged
or sought to be urged were to be taken as being within the
scope of the treaty. All this joint high commission does is to
determine whether certain questions ought to be considered as
being within the scope of Article I of the treaty.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Yet they must go to arbitration.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Yes; and after the President decides or ad-
mits that a question is justiciable we are also morally bound
under this treaty to go to arbitration. It is then just as high a
moral obligation as there is when the commission after dispute
decides that same guestion.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. But, Mr. President, we have no
alternative at all if we ratify Article III. We must proceed, no
matter how distasteful the duty.

Mr. WILLIAMS. We have no alternative in a case where
the President admits that the guestion is justiciable, except
such alternative as we also have when a commission decides
that a question is justiciable. That is all that this commission
does under the sun. The Senator may study this treaty until
both he and I are more gray-headed than we are now—and we
are both more gray-headed now than we were when we first
met—he may study it a long time, and he ean find but one
thing to say, and that is that when the commission decides in a
case of dispute as to justiciableness that the questign is jus-
ticiable it puts things right back where they would have been
if the question of justiciableness had never been raised.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President, for these reasons,
if the President of the United States raises that question, we
will never have any duty to perform; but if the question is
raised, as it may be, by Great Britain, we have nothing to do
but to submit to arbitration the questions at issue.

I should like to ask the Senator from Mississippi whether
he believes that under this treaty Great Britain will ever ask
the United States to submit to arbitration any question that
the Senate of the United States would not have consented to
arbitrate.

Mr, WILLIAMS. I do not know.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. No; the Senator does not know;
but we have superimposed upon ourselves a tribunal which may
force the Senate and the Government against its will into
arbitration which we have no power whatever to deny, no matter
how vital it may be to our national life.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, there is always a distinetion
between a right and a power, even a moral right and a power,
between a right and a duty even, as far as that is concerned.
The point I was making was that after a commission decides

that a question of disputed justiciableness is justiciable it
merely puts the things back in the status quo ante—that is to
say, where things would have been if the President had first
decided that it was justiciable. Now, I want to read the
language of the treaty.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. It is clause 3.

Mr. CULBERSON. On page 48.

Mr. WILLIAMS. This language is just as sacred as the
language which follows in clause 3, saying that then the ques-
tion shall be referred to arbitration in accordance with the pro-
visions of this treaty. This language is just as sacred as the
other. It is in clause 1:

All differences hereafier arising between the High Contracting Par-
ties, which it has not been Eosal e to adjust by diplomacy, relating to
international matters in which the high contracting parties are con-
cerned by virtue of a claim of right made by one against the other
under treaty or otherwise, and which are justiciable in their nature by
reason of susceptibie of decision by the application of the prin-
ciples of law or equity, shall be submitted—

Shall be submitted—

to the permanent court of arbitration established at The Hague by the
convention of October 18, 1907, or to some other arbitral tribunal, as
shall be decided in each case by special agreement, which special agree-
ment shall provide for the organization :ig such fribunal if necessary, to
define the scope of the powers of the arbitrators, the question or ques-
Elgg:rnt issue, and settle the terms of reference and the procedure there-

In so far as mere language can make anything a sacred obliga-
tion that makes a sacred obligation, whenever the President of
the United States does not dispute the justiciableness of a ques-
tion, we are bound under the treaty to arbitrate it; and in so
far it binds the Senate, and it binds it no further. After that
dispute has arisen and the guestion as to whether or not the
question falls within the scope of Article I and is justiciable
has been submitted to the commission, and the commission has
decided that it is justiciable, then exactly the same obligation
rests upon the Senate, no more and no less.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President——

Mr. WILLIAMS. In my opinion the obligation rests in both
cases.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. If the Senator——

Mr. WILLIAMS. Wait one minute. It ought never to be
violated except in obedience to one other law, and that is that
law which has been called the first law of nature—self-preser-
vation—the same law which entitles a man under municipal
jurisprudence to kill his fellow citizen. Now I yield to the
Senator,

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The Senator answered my pro-
posed inquiry whether, after the difference was determined
by the joint high commission, we were not bound to proceed to
arbitration.

Mr. WILLIAMS. We would be morally bound, in my opinion,
at every hazard and at every price, except self-destruction.

My, President, does Congress surrender the power to legis-
late when it provides that the President, by proclamation, may
apply one of two schedules of tariff rates to imports from a
foreign country, either a maximum or a minimum secale on the
arriving of a certain contingency?

Moreover, mark you, when it leaves to the President to judge
of the arriving of the contingency. Congress passes a general
law. It says here are two scales of duty—one maximum, the
other minimum—and then it says upon the arriving of a cer-
tain contingency defined in the law the President shall put
into operation whichever of these two fariff raftes he thinks—
the contingency having in his opinion arisen—is justified by the
law. Will you contend that Congress has surrendered the power
to fix tariff rates when it does that? All that Congress has
done has been to constitute an agency to act for it within cer-
tain prescribed limitations. =

Now, let us go a little further. In that case the President
is left to interpret the law, and here the joint high commission
is left to interpret the scope of the law. Does Congress sur-
render that power of legislation when it leaves certain customs
authorities to interpret a tariff law, and in interpreting it to
determine whether a given duty or another or none at all ap-
plies to a certain imported article? Does Congress surrender
the power to regulate railway rates in interstate commerce
when, after first declaring that rates shall be “ reasonable, just,
and nondiscriminatory,” it leaves an Interstate Commerca Com-
mission to fix them so that they shall fall within the law, and
to interpret the law and its scope in a given case by saying that
a glven disputed rate is within or without the scope of a cer-
tain clause or article of the law? And yet all this joint high
commission determines is whether a given question falls within
or withoutsthe scope of Article I of the treaty if adopted. This
joint high commission, then, is to determine whether any ques-
tion falls within the treaty. In the other case the Interstate
Commerce Commission is to interpret what are “ reasonable,
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just, and nondiscriminatory ” rates and to declare and prescribe
them.

Going a step further, this joint commission, after having de-
cided that the thing is justiciable, does not sit in arbitration,
and the Interstate Commerce Commission, after deciding that
certain rates are just or reasonable or nondiscriminatory, then
does sit in arbitration and fixes a rate which it has a right to
pronounce to be just and reasonable and nondiscriminatory.

Now, gentlemen may respond, it is true, that there is an ap-
peal from the Interstate Commerce Commission to a higher
tribunal, and that in this case there is none. As to myself I
hope that I may live to see the day when there shall be an in-
ternational tribunal on the surface of this earth to whom ap-
peals shall be taken. So far from wanting interested arbiters,
I hope some day to see an international court of arbitration be-
twean the nations which shall be disinterested.

Gentlemen tell me that they are not willing to stand for any-
thing which does not leave them to judge as to what shall be
done—that shall not leave us to be the judge in our own case.
But an international disinterested court is not in the freaty
here, and I am not compelled to make that argument now. I
Jjust “throw it in sideways,” as Bill Arp used fo say.

Now, remember, neither the Customs Commission nor the
Interstate Commerce Commission has to come back to the
Congress, and remember that the Postmaster General and the
President do not have to come back to the Senate.

Mr. REED. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mississippi
yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. WILLIAMS. In one moment., In all these cases, as in
this treaty case, the special agents were acting under a general
authority of law or treaty granted in advance and by wholesale,
Now I yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED. Does the Senator contend that when the Inter-
state Commerce Commission fixes a railroad rate it is engaged
in any act of legislation?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; on the other hand, I am contending
exactly the contrary.

Mr. REED. It simply decides a question of fact.
~ Mr. WILLIAMS. It simply decides a question of fact which

it was appointed an agent to decide. It simply decides whether
a rate is “ reasonable, just, and nondiscriminatory ” or the con-
trary; just as this commission will decide a question of fact,
to wit, whether the particular guestion is a justiciable one or
not.

Mr. REED. I want to get the Senator's view as to whether
he thinks there is really any parallel between the Congress
empowering a board—the Interstate Commerce Commission—to
decide a question of fact as to what is a reasonable railroad
rate, the power existing in Congress to regulate the rate, and
submitting to a board the question as to whether a certain mat-
ter is justiciable, and then following that by a further pro-
vision that when it has been determined as a fact to be jus-
ticiable, the question of the right of the matter shall be deter-
mined by another hoard. Does the Senator really think the two
instances are parallel?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr, President, I would be guilty of the
very grossest lack of intellectual integrity if I had been argu-
ing for a quarter of an hour the analogy and did not believe it.
Now, in the one case you leave to an Interstate Commerce Com-
mission to determine what? Whether a given rate is “ reason-
able” or not. The question of reasonableness—a rather in-
definite gquestion—requires that the board shall determine very
many things. In the other case, you leave to this other board or
commission the determination of the * justiciableness” of a ques-
tion. One is no more indefinite than the other; and in each case
you leave what? Now, a treaty is a law, and therefore we must
call them both laws. You leayve the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission to determine whether a given rate falls within the scope
of the prohibition of the law or not., and you leave to this com-
mission the power to determine as to whether a given question
falls outside of the scope of this treaty or not.

The analogy is not only in my mind good, but it is absolutely
complete. There is only one point of difference, and that arises
subsequently to the transaction. It is that the opinion of the
Interstate Commerce Commission may be reviewed in another
court, and the opinion of this arbitral board can not, because
there is no international supreme court.

Mr. REED. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mississippl
yield further to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr, WILLIAMS. T do.

Mr. REED. I have such a profound regard for the opinlon
of the Senator from Mississippi that I want to say I am not
arguing these questions in an antagonistic way, but to elicit
his opinion. I wanted to follow my question with this further

one: When the Congress of the United States by law creates
the Interstate Commerce Board and submits to it certain propo-
sitions it submits to a board of its own creation those particu-
lar propositions. Does not the Senator see any difference be-
tween a board of that kind, created entirely by an act of Con-
gress, and a board not more than one half of which we can
name, the other half to be named by our antagonist? Is there
not a distinetion there, and a very broad one?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the question of what con-
stitutes a board is one thing and the question of the source of
the creation of the board is another. The Senator from Mis-
souri says that in the cage of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission the board is created by our act. Yes; and this joing
high commision is created by our act if we pass this treaty.
The fact as to who can serve upon the commission does not
affect that question, It is true that this commission is created
not only by our act but by the act of another power cooperating
with us, but in so far as it is created to affect us at all it is
created solely by our act. Our act is a sine qua non of the
creation of this commission.

Mr. REED. Not more than the other.

Mr. WILLIAMS. And it is just as much our own free-will
act as the creation of a domestic commission for cother pur-
poses is.

Now, what is the general authority here in this treaty? It
ds the scope of Article I. What is that? * Difference between
the contracting parties.” I recommend that phrase to the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. Bacox]. It is not a difference be-
tween the State of North Carolina and somebody; it is not a
difference between the Steel Trust and somebody; it is not a
difference between the Senator from Mississippi and somebody ;
but it is “a difference between the contracting parties.” It is
also *international,” * justiciable,” and “ hereafter arising.”

Here are two powers of the Senate equally constitutioral,
one to arbitrate by special and separate act a certain difference
after it has arisen, and another to buifch differences hercafter
to arise and to agree to arbitrate them before they arise, de-
fining their character under a general authority, and further
agreeing to arbitrate by a prescribed tribunal a difference of
opinion as to whether any particular question to arise is or is
not of the character defined. That is all there is to it.

Now, which course is most for our national or for the world's
welfare, to wait until we are guarreling with somebody and
then try to agree upon a just method of settling the difference,
or to agree beforehand in a prescribed way to settle all justiei-
able differences? The whole history of municipal progress
answers the question. Men no longer wait until they quarrel
but agree upon and by law prescribe a board to settle their dif-
ferences. They constitute beforehand courts which shall settle
them. It is no longer contended in mumicipal matters that
either party ought to be a part of the court; and the time will
come, thank God, some day in the future, when that will not be
contended in international matters. The time has not come yet,
as is proven by the arguments on this treaty, where the grava-
-men of objection is that we want to be always the final judge
in our own case; and it is not competent or relevant to argue
it mow, because this treaty contemplates the old idea of each
fellow having his foot on the trestle. When a man tells me he
is willing to arbitrate and then goes on and refines and defines
until he substantially says, I am willing to arbitrate anything
in the world in such a way that it will not be settled against
me,” then the man is not willing to arbitrate at all. If that is
all, let us just quit the whole foolishness.

Mr., President, if nations sought as industriously for fine-spun
reasons to be at peace with one another as they do for fine-
spun pretexfs of difference, and if they stood on as fine points
of so-called honor concerning their duties toward one another
as they do concerning their rights, the world would be better off.

The objection has been actually made to this treaty to-day
that the United States would be surrendering some of its sov-
ereignty, and Congress would be “ surrendering the constitu-
tional right to declare war”; yet the same Constitution which
gives Congress power to declare war gives the President and
two-thirds of the Senate the power to prevent war and the oc-
casion or the necessity for war by entering into treaties. There
never was a treaty entered into by the United States Govern-
ment, nor by any other government for that matter, that did
not waive for the nonce and, to the extent of the concession
made, surrender the exercise of some sovereign power. Just as
when you and I make an agreement, a compromise, I surrender
some right in my opinion and you surrender some in yours and
to that extent curtail an otherwise discretionary sovereignty.

Now, here are two powers equally constitutional, but the
power vested in the President and the Senate to prevent war
is a very much more sacred and holy thing than the power
vested in Congress to declare war; but as a matter of mere
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power and as a mere matter of fact and law, the fact th%tmthe
President and two-thirds of the Senate have entered into a treaty
does not and can not deprive Congress of this precious power
to shed human blood if Congress wants to'have it shed. It d
deprive Congress of the right to do it under the moral law
under the law of decency amongst nations which we call inter-
national law.

Mr, President, we need not be too careful about guarding the
right of Congress or the power of Congress to declare
There will be wars enough—useless, barbarous, silly, demoral-
izing in their effects, as they always are and always have been;
destructive of industry, destructive of, family happiness; teach-
ing bloodthirstiness, teaching rapine, sometimes teaching rape;
nearly always teaching looting, which is but a form of militar-
istic grand or petit larceny; carrying mankind always some
steps backward ont of enlightenment and toward barbarity.
We will have enough of war and pretexts for war, no matter
how many treaties we have to keep the peace. This is true
especially, I am sorry to say, in a popular government, because
when a majority of the people “ get mad through and through”
they do not act from ratiocination, but from emotion, and they
push and propel, by the mad and irresistible power of public opin-
ion, their servants, too often eraven and cowardly, into a course
which more cool-headed and braver and better-informed men
would avoid.

This constitutes the very beéauty of the establishment of the
joint high commission of inguiry under this treaty. Even an
intelligent people under a popular government will now and
then have a “brain storm” and will “see things red,” espe-
cially when egged on by yellow journals seeking sensations,
by political parties seeking mutually advantage, and by parties
professionally interested in promotion by war or industrially
interested in produeing the materials of war. Hastily spoken
words in high places and hastily printed utterances in one
country engender like utterances in the other country. It is as
if each were holding a coal of fire in his hands and the other
blowing it. But a popular brain storm will not, as a rule, last
12 months, and the eooler heads in legislative and executive and
finaneial and industrial positions, whose duty it is to stand like
“gentinels on the watchtower to warn and to instruet,” can
within the course of 12 months make effective appeal to reason
against hot passion. The popular reason is always there if time
is given to appeal to it. This treaty gives, by previous agree-
ment therein prescribed, 12 months to appeal to popular reason
against popular passion.

For one, I do not desire to see this treaty emasculated by
amendments. I do not mean by that that I would not vote for
any amendment if it strengthened it, or if it did not weaken it,
or if it did not endanger its final adoption, or if it rendered the
hopes of peace under it no less great, and if it rendered the
chance of war no less imminent. It seems to me it would do
no harm, although it would be unnecessary, to imitate the ex-
ample of Great Britain in making her reservation as to her
self-governing colonies, which, however self-governing, are not
sovereign in any aspect as our States are in so many aspects.

It might be done by language somewhat to this effect: *It
is understood by both high contracting parties that the Federal
Government of the United States has not the power nor the
right under American institutions fo submit to arbitration any
question over which jurisdiction has not been vested in it by
the United States Constitution.” It would do no harm and it
might do good in securing in the Senate the votes needful for
the passage of the treaty, for there are honest men in the
Senate and out of it who fear that under the.guise of interna-
tional agreement the inherent, admitted, and constitutional
rights of the States may be invaded by the Federal President
and Senate. I do not share that fear. I see no absolute need
for the amendment, even if the fear were well grounded, be-
cause if the Federal judiciary did its duty it would pronounce
a treaty of that sort * unconstitutional, null, and void,” because
it had not been made “in pursuance of the Constitution,” just
as it would pronounce any other law not made “ in pursuance of
the Constitution ” null and void.

I have no objection to this much of the amendment of the
Senator from Massachusetts; in fact, I think it would be well
to adopt it:

Resolved further, That the Senate adyvise and consent to the ratifica-
tion of the treaty, with the understanding, to be made a part of such
ratification, that in any joint commission of uiry to which shall
be referred the question as to whether or not a difference is subject to
arbitration under Article I of the ty, as provided by Article III

ereof, the American members of such commission ghall be appointed
by the President, subject to the advice and consent of the Senator

Already the President and the Senate have that power under
this treaty. They, or either of them, ean always call either for
a commission of that sort, instead of the court of The Hague;
but, for fear some President at some time might be a traitor to

erican institutions, I should like to see that much of the

e amendment adopted. I am going to ask at the proper

me whether or not the amendment is divisible, so that I may
vole upon one part of it without voting for the other.

I see nothing in the remainder of the amendment that really
changes the character of the treaty, but it seems to me to be
unnecessary verbiage and to incur the general danger of
language too general. If, however, I can not get the question
divided, I will vote for the whole amendment rather than vote
against it.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The Senator from Mississippl
recalls that the committee have an amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is the one I am talking about now.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. No: I mean an amendment which
affects the treaty. This is the resolution of ratification which
shows our construction of the freaty, but the committee have
prirlpo:;ed an amendment striking out paragraph 3 of Article IIT
entirely.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am opposed to that. I think if we strike
ouf clause 3 of Article III we shall strike out the chiefly good
thing about the treaty, the opportunity for cooling time. If
you strike that out you have struck out everything that gives a
chance for reason to get the better of passion.

Mr. President, I shall not argue some other insidious objec-
tions to this treaty. They are objections which are made in se-
cret rather than in public; they are sent around in anonymous
communications to Senators and vouched for by nobody in par-
ticular; they are based largely upon ulterior motives enter-
tained by some few of our foreign-born citizens in the United
States—not by a majority of them nor by a majority of either
race of them, but by a very active and somewhat influential
minority of some of them. Here is one that has come by mail
with the heading: *“ Would lead the Republic back to England.”
The reasons that are given privately and for ulterior motives
contain all the slush and stuff and rot and rubbish and silliness
and stupidity that bas been uttered about this treaty being “a
treaty of alliance with Great Britain,” and all that sort of
thing. I shall not read this thing. It charges that the Presi-
dent of the United States and Andrew Carnegie have entered
into an unholy alliance for the purpose of “monarchizing”
American institutions and leading us back to allegiance to the
British King, King George, the whichever he is numerally—I
have forgotten.

There are some people who wish to use the United States Gov-
ernment in perpetuating European feuds for the real freedom or
for the fancied benefit of European populations, and who want to
see as possible instruments of that purpose as many causes of
war between the United States and Great Britain left in exist-
ence as possible. Impliedly, if not expressly, in the act of nat-
uralization, such citizens promised not to be controlled by
precisely the motives by which they are now being controlled.
They are acting in bad faith toward America if they do not
regard their American citizenship as their first and foremost
and sole allegiance—all others having been foresworn—and as
superior to all other obligations existing between them and any-
body anywhere else. At any rate, no self-respecting American
citizen is going to permit the American Government to be used
as a cat's-paw for pulling out chestnuts for other peoples, how-
ever much any wrongs done them may excite our individual
sympathies.

I say that, although I go very far in the direction of com-
munity independence. I go so far that I believe any community
that wants to be independent of any other existing, geograph-
ically, so that boundary delimitations can be drawn, and with
comparatively unanimous solidarity of sentiment, ought to be
permitted to be independent. I think the greatest achievement
of these later times was the peaceable secession of Norway from
Sweden, and the magnificent common sense with which the
people of Sweden said: “If you think you ean be happier in
a separate household, go!” So I have more sympathy than
most men with communities struggling against the overpowering
national strength of other races and other people; but that is
one question, and the question of using my Government for
those purposes is another,

Then, again, without arguing it, T will mention another very
curious objection to the treaty which was made to me by an
educated and cultured, but very zealous and patriotic, “ German-
American,” so called. By the way, Mr. President, I never un-
derstood “ hyphenated Americanism,” I know what a German
is and I know what an_.American is, and I know what an
American of German birth or parentage is, but I do not know
what a German-American is, and if the hyphen means a double
allegiance, then I do not comprehend it, save to fear it or to
hate it. I am glad to say that most Americans of German birth
or parentage agree with me, even if they are hyphenated, and
when they are hyphenated they resent the idea of a double




1912.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

2833

allegiance. But to go on. This German-American said that he
regarded this treaty between America and Great Britain as a
“blow at Germany.” He said that it “ was intended to put the
Kaiser in the attitude of appearing to be the sole opponent of
world’s peace,” intended to “hold him up in that way to
obloguy and scern.” I am very fond of the German people,
having lived amongst them and learned to love them during a
part of my educational period. I learned to love all kinds of
German things and all parts of Germany. I replied, “ Why, my
denr sir, there is nothing in that, because the United States
Government will offer precisely the same treaty in precisely the
game words to the Emperor of Germany, and will not even wait
for him to indicate a willingness to consider it, but will ask him,
through the proper diplomatic channels, whether he is willing
to consider it. It will meet him not halfway, but all the way;
and, indeed, probably has already sounded him upon the sub-
ject.”

I have found out since that this probability - became an
actuality, and that our Government is, I belleve, ready to
execute the treaty. Then I added, *If he is to be held up to
‘ obloquy and scorn’ as an obstacle in the pathway of universal
peace; an obstacle in the pathway of the earlier coming of the
hoped-for ‘ parliament of man and the federation of the world’;
as an obstacle fo the final establishment of an amphyctionic
couneil of the civilized world, he is the only person in the world
who can so hold himself up.”

Mr. President, nobody believes, as the Senator from Massa-
chusetts intimated the other day, that we were silly enough to
imagine that these treaties will secure universal peace; but war
amongst civilized nations ought to be reduced to a minimum,
ought, in fact, to be totally abolished, and will finally, in my
hope and faith and belief, be nearly abolished, just as civilized
individuals have long since learned not to take the law into
their own hands, but to submit their differences to tribunals
prescribed beforehand, though now and then some of us do
ficht. We do not as individuals or nations surrender our
rights; we merely constitute tribunals to preseribe and deter-
mine them. So it ought to be with the nations of the world.
Nations ought to learn not to be judges in their own cases, not
to take the law into their own hands, buf to establish some
permanent, disinterested fribunal for the arbitration of ques-
tions arising amongst civilized peoples. This treaty does not
even do that, but its greatest virtue, in my opinion, is that it is
a step in the right direction. Of course, there will be barbarie
and semibarbaric powers with whom it would be folly to enter
into such agreements; recognizing in themselves no law but
force, there would be no way of dealing with them except by
force, but the white races of the world at any rate and some
others have become sufficiently refined to have a horror of in-
ternational “trial by Dbattle” All are growing weary, Mr.
President, of supporting out of the hard earnings of the workers
the expenses of the fighters, and all are beginning to foresee
national bankruptcies as the result of the stupendous competi-
tion of the peoples to ““ secure peace by being always prepared
for war.”

Soon after I went back home from the University of Virginia
I met a fellow who had killed about five men and who always
went armed. I said to him one night, “ Jim, why do you not
put that pistol up?” *“ Well,” he said, *John, I earry this
pistol all the time so as to keep the peace. Nothing keeps a
fellow out of so many rows as everybody knowing that he has
got a pistol in his hip pocket.” It did not keep him out of them,
for finally he was shot. Those who live by the pistol die by it.

Who, of all the nations and people, if not we, can or will take
the initiative? Do not our traditions, our ideals, our intense
democracy—which is only a phrase designating the principle of
the brotherhood of man—our educational and indusirial aetivi-
ties demanding peace and progress, ever one and inseparable,
our overwhelming and acknowledged strength preventing all
misunderstanding of our motives, and our almost impregnable
geographieal position, do not all these, trumpet tongued, desig-
nate us as chosen of God for this task?

Lord of the centuries, pardon the ages
Dark with the terror of battle and blood!

Give forth Thy light and unfold the bright pages—
Glorious era of true brotherhood,

A great Federal general once said that “war is hell” I
have frequently felt that he ought not to have given himself
quite so much trouble fo make it more unadulterated hell than
it needed to have been, but still he was right. War is hell,
Another great Federal general said, “ Let us have peace; and
I say, Mr. President, let us have peace and let us not be too
finically nice about how we secure it, even though by wholesale
and in advance or at the time the quarrel arises.

Mr. LODGE. DMr. President, I desire to ask the Senator from
Mississippi a question before he tikes his seat. I understood

the Senator some little time ago—I did not want to interrupt
him then—when he was comparing the joint high commission
of inquiry with the Interstate Commerce Commission to say
that there was an appeal from the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission to the Supreme Court.

salhér. WILLIAMS. An appeal to another court, I ought to have

Mr. LODGE. An appeal to another court, a higher court,
but that there was no appeal from the high commission of in-
quiry, and that that was where they differed. Did I under-
stand the Senator correctly?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; I said that there was no appeal from
the arbitral commission. I admitted that the moral obligation
to arbitrate followed the decision, but that from the decision
of the arbitral commission itself there was no appeal. In inter-
national affairs each nation is, unfortunately, still its own court
of appeals.

Mr. LODGE. Does the Senator speak now of the arbitral
tribunal or of the high commission of inquiry?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Of the arbitral tribunal.

Mr. LODGE. Oh, the final arbitral tribunal, of course. I un-
derstood the Senator to be comparing the joint high commis-
sion of inquiry with the Interstate Commerce Commission in
deciding the point of the arbitrability or justiciability of the
question, because that, of course—

Mr, WILLIAMS. I see what the Senator means now. I will
zdmlt, for the sake of the argument, that its decision is morally

inding,

Mr. LODGE. That the decision of the joint high commission
on the arbitrability of a question is morally binding?

Mr. WILLIAMS, Yes.

Mr. LODGE. That is my view.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I ask whether it is the desire
of the Senator from Massachusetts that we should go on this
afternoon? It is now practically half past 4 o’clock, and we
have been here since 12 o'clock continuously, or at least some
of us, if not all. I am ready to conform to whatever the desire
of the Senator may be.

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator from Georgia prefers not to go
on now, I will move a recess.

Mr. BACON. I have but one objection to going on now, Mr.
President, and that §s that the Senate is evidently weary, and
it is quite thin. I will state, in justification of many of the
absentees, that I know there are some important commitiees
in session, and Senators have been absent during the afternoon
largely on that account; but if it is entirely consistent with
the Senator’s views I should be very glad if the Senate would
take a recess until some time to-morrow, and then I will begin.

RECESS.

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate take a recess until
half past 1 o'clock to-morrow afternoon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 25 minutes
p. m.) the Senate, as in open executive session, took a recess
until to-morrow, Wednesday, March 6, 1912, at 1.30,p. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Tuespay, March 5, 1912.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Our Father in heaven, open Thou our understanding and
mellow our hearts that we may know each other better and be
ready to sympathize with each other’s failings, that the Christ
spiritsmay dwell in us and love become the ruling passion of
men; that the strong may help the weak, the wise the foolish,
the rich the poor, the good the bad; that peace and good will
may cover the earth as the waters cover the sea. For Thine is
the kingdom and the power and the glory forever. Amen. .

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved,

THE SUGAR SCHEDULE.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, from the Committee on Ways and Means,
by direction of that committee, reported the bill (H. R. 21213)
to amend an act entitled “An act to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes,” approved August 5, 1909 (H. Rept. 391),
which was read a first and second time, ordered printed, and
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

« INCOME-TAX DECISION.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Speaker, T ask unanimous consent that
there may be printed as a House document the report of the
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case of Flint v. Stone Tracy Co., in the Supreme Court of the
United States, reported in the Two hundred and twentieth
United States Reports, at page 107, and that 5,000 copies of the
document be printed (H. Doe. No. 601), 3

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent that the decision of ‘the Supreme Court of
the United States in the corporation-tax case be printed as a
public document, and that 5,000 copies be printed. Is there
objection?

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, will
not the gentleman include in that request the printing of the
two opinions of the Supreme Court in Pollock ». Farmers' Trust
& Loan Co. on the income tax of the Wilson bill, and have all
three printed together?

Mr. PALMER. The report of the Pollock case has been
printed as a document, if not by the House by the Senate. I
do not think it would be wise to put them all in the same
pamphlet.

Mr. MANN. The opinions are not available now as a docu-
ment. I think it would be wise to have them in one pamphlet.
They relate to the same subject matter.

.Mr. PALMER. Hardly to the same subject matter. I admit
that both are important in connection with present legislation.
The gentleman means the opinions upon the original hearing
and upon the rehearing?

Mr. MANN. Yes.

Mr. PALMER. Then, Mr. Speaker, I will modify my re-
quest and include in it the complete opinions in the income-tax
cases in the One hundred and fifty-seventh and One hundred
and fifty-eighth United States Report upon the original hearing
and upon the rehearing, both the opinions of the court and of
the minority by the several justices who dissented.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania modifies
his request so as to include all the opinions of the court in the
original hearing and upon the reliearing, both the majority and
the dissenting opinion. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

QUESTION OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE.

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a question of
personal privilege,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,*the Washington Post
of this morning contained an article which I send to the Clerk’s
desk to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

WILL DEFEND FLORIDA—GOY. GILCHRIST HERE TO ANSWER EVERGLADES
CHARGES—DECLARES MATTER IS A PLOT—ASSERTS THAT RAILROADS OF
THE WEST ARE BEHIND ALLEGATIONS THAT THE HOUSE COMMITTEE I8
INVESTIGATING—WILL REPLY TO REPRESENTATIVE CLARE—SAYS HIS
STATE IS AROUSED,

Gov. A. W. Gilchrist, of Florida, arrived In Washington yesterday
and lost no time in making known his desire to be heard by the Commit-
tee on Expenditures in the Agrieultural Department in the matter of
the charges made against the proposition to reclaim the Everglades of
his State. He says the people of Florida are aroused by chargcs made
by Representative FRANK CLARK that the reclamation of 4,000,000 acres
of swamp l#nhd is only a scheme to further the interests of a coterie of
land corporations.

“ 1 came to Washington,” Gov. Gilehrist said, * to let the committee
know the true state of affairs.

PUTS BLAME ON RAILROAD.

“In my opinion the attacks are instigated by the railroads of the
West, who wish to have this great immigration to Florida stopped.
They are naturally anxious to not only keep their own people at home,
but to have other immigrants come to their country. Naturally with the
El?elilx into our country the western railroad interests are being dimin-

“The last census shows that Florida's increase In population was
421 per cent, second to no State east of the Mississippi. The value
of the Everglades and the feasibility of the drainage and the healthful-
ness of the country have been admitted by all who have visited the

sectlon.
QUOTES REPRESENTATIVE CLARE.

“]1 am at a Joss to understand or account for the attacks made upon
the Everglades by Representative CLARK. From what I have been told,
he has never seen them. When the congressional committee, on Its
waf to Washington from Key West, stopped off at Fort Lauderdale to
visit the Everglades, it is said that Representative CLARK’S boat reached
the cypress swamp that borders part of the eastern edge of the Ever-
glades, when Mr. CLARK, addresslng the committee, sald: |

e éentlemeu, here are the Ever%lgdes. You see what they are. This
is all there is to see. Let us go back, as I have an en ment with
Mr. Flagler at Palm Beach.’ And toward Palm Beach his boat was
turned immediately. From the cltizens of Fort Lauderdale I have the
information that Hepresentative CLARE never did reach the Everglades.

“1 am confident that the investigation in progress will prove his
charges to be unfounded. Just what his motive was in bringing them
I know not, but I ean say they are a mistake.”

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I regret very much to
be compelled to ask a little of the time of this House to say
something upon this most remarkable emanation. The Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Department of Agriculture of
this House is engaged in making certain investigations. They
are examining witnesses in an honest endeavor to ascertain the
facts. I have been content to wait until the facts have been

submitted to that honorable committee, and until that committee
had made its report to this House so that the House might be
in possession of all the facts and could take such action as could
properly come within its jurisdiction and was right.

But the governor of my State fearing, I suppose, that the two
Senators from Florida and the three Representatives in this
House were incapable of taking care of the interests of the
State has seen fit to journey all the way from Tallahassee to
Washington, as he says, to “ defend Florida.” Now, Mr. Speaker,
if I were really making an attack on my State or any of the
interests of my State, surely the two gentlemen who sit at the
other end of the Capitol and my two distinguished colleagues
on this floor would take care of the interests of that State with-
out the interposition of the governor. But the governor comes,
and forthwith, without waiting to appear before the committee
and under oath zive testimony, proceeds to get into communica-
tion with a newspaper reporter and issues this remarkable
manifesto. -

Mr. Speaker, let me =ay, in the first place, that people may
wonder what motive is actuating me and why I began or under-
took to put on foot this investigation. I will tell you. In
October last year there appeared an article in the Washington
Times in which it was stated, in substance, that a certain valu-
able official document of the Department of Agriculture had
been suppressed, that document being a document dealing with
the Everglades of Florida; that in some mysterious manner the
report of the engineers who had made a survey of the Everglades
had disappeared, and the circular letter which had been pre-
pared to give information to inquirers all over the country had
suddenly been suppressed.

The article went on to say that it had been learned that this
circular letter was suppressed at the instance of former Senator
Taliaferro of Florida, and myself, and that we had gone to the
Department of Agriculture and had brought influences to bear
in that department which succeeded in suppressing this im-
portant official document; that we did that at the instance of
the Florida East Coast Railroad Co., a corporation in my
State, owned and controlled by Mr. Flagler; that Senator
Taliaferro and myself were under the control of this railroad
company ; and that we exercised this influence which they said
we had over this great department to suppress this document
at the instance of the railroad company, which railroad com-
pany, the article stated, owned large areas of land in that
territory which it wanted to sell, and if the Everglades were
drained and the land put upon the market they would come in
competition with the holdings of the Florida East Coast Rail-
road Co. In other words, Mr, Speaker, that Senator Taliaferro
and myself were simply the tools of the railroad company,
owned by them, and that we had to do their bidding; that we
did it and had this document suppressed.

Knowing that to be absolutely false so far as I was con-
cerned, I at once proceeded to have an investigation. I wrote
the Secretary of Agriculture and demanded to know of him if
I had ever approached him along the line of securing the sup-
pression of any decuments in his office. He answered me that
not only had I notf, but that his understanding of my position
was that I had always insisted upon the publication and dis-
tribution of the document, contending that the people of this
country had the right to the information contained in it. Later
on I found that Senator Taliaferro had made no such request.
I knew, Mr. Speaker, that the Secretary had informed me in
the presence of witnesses that this circular letter had been
suppressed by him at the instance of the persons engaged in
selling the Everglades lands.

I knew that I had not asked him to suppress it. All admit
now that I made no request for its suppression, but on the con-
trary always insisted upon its publication. So, Mr. Speaker,
when that charge vanishes into thin air it remains for the gov-
ernor of Florida—God pity the State—to travel all the way to
Washington and put in public print the intimation that I am
now acting at the “ instigation of the railroads of the West.”

Mr. Speaker, from my place I brand that intimation as a
base, vile, uncalled-for, deliberate falsehood, whether it comes
from the governor of the State of Florida or anybody else. Ile
says *the people of Florida are aroused by charges made by
Representative Frank Crark that the reclamation of 4,000,000
acres of swamp land is only a scheme to further the interests
of a coterie of land corporations.” Mr, Speaker, I have never
made any such charge. The statement that I have is a base
fabrication, without the warrant of one scintilla of truth. I
have always said, Mr. Speaker, that I was not opposed to the
drainage of the Everglades as a work of internal improvement.
I have been opposed, I am now opposed, I shall continue to be
opposed to the outrageous exploitation of those lands by 2 lot
of conscienceless land sharks, to the disgrace of my State and
to the thievery of millions of dollars [applause], and if I have
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not enongh honest voters in my district to stand by me in elect-
ing me to Congress upon an honest platform like that, God
knows I do not want to be here. [Applause.]

By the way, the governor of my State, before he was gov-
ernor, was interested in some land exploitations not in the Ever-
glades, and it may be, Mr. Speaker, that “ a fellow feeling makes
him wondrous kind.” He has exploited land, and it may be that
the governor's great heart goes out in warm sympathy for these
people exploiting the Everglades; and they are exploiting them,
let me tell yon. Only yesterday one of the most prominent
citizens of my distriet, living on the edge of the Everglades,
told me that he saw not long ago in a paper called the Florida
Home Seeker, a picture of a negro and a mule and a plow
standing in the tall grass, almost covered with its luxuriant
growth. It appeared to him in the picture as a broad prairie.
The negro was holding the handles of the plow just as though
he was ready to start a furrow. This gentleman told me that
in his little town he saw the photographer who took that pic-
ture, which was in the literature of one of these shark com-
panies. That photographer told him that the negro and mule
and plow were on a flatboat, pushed out into the tall grass, and
that he, the photographer, sat in a rowbeat when he took the
picture. [Applause and laughter.]

That is the character of performance that I am protesting
against. For the honor of my State I am fighting such conduct
as that. [Applause.] Listen to this:

Mian1, Fra., February £, 1912,

Hon. FRAXE CLARK,
Washington, D, O.

Dear Smm: 1 am inclosing you a circular letter sent out by one of
ihe Everglade companies lng received by me over a year ago.

I bought contracts from this company upon the direct representation
that the lands at that time were ready for cultivation. If not found
80 upon investigation my money was to be refunded. It was not.

The inclosed * bunk " was sent through the mails with the fraudu-
lent intention of deceiving purchasers inte believing these lands fit to
plant, while, as a matter of it was still under water. Go for them.

Very truly, yours,
J. N. RANDALL,

Mr. Randall came there from Long Beach, Cal. So they have
gone all over this country. They have bled everybody, they
have stolen, they have robbed men and women in all of this
land. They have made homes unhappy, they have depleted the
little savings of working people right in this city, and yet the
governor of my State says that when I attack these thieves and
plunderers I am making an attack upon Florida. God help
Florida if that is true. [Applause.] But, Mr. Speaker, the in-
sinnating part of this article lies here. Gentlemen are all
arvound me who were-on the trip coming back from Key West.
Gentlemen are right here who stopped at Lauderdale, and they
know what took place. They know that we only had an hour
and a half fo stop there, distinctly understood. Call on my
friend, Mr. PapceTT, of Tennessee, or some of these other gen-
tlemen, and let them tell you how some of these land sharks got
charge of some of the faster boats en which were Brother
Pavgerr and a lot of others, and how they ran miles up the
river and kept thém over four hours, and one of them delib-
erately told Papcert, “ CLARK never would come to look at these
Everglades. We have got you fellows and you have got to see
them. We have shanghaied you.” .

Mr. BATHRICK. Will the gentleman permit a suggestion?

Mr. CLARK 'of Florida. Certainly.

Mr. BATHRICK. Is it not a fact some of the gentlemen
upon that boat that went up the Everglades were carried to a
farm known as the Davie farm, in the Davie ditch section——

Mr, CLARK of Florida. I believe so.

Mr. BATHRICK. And is not it a fact that after all these
representations respecting frost in Florida where the represent-
atives of these companies had stated this section was below the
frost line—is it not a fact about the Tth or 8th of February of
this year all the vegetables upon that same Davie farm were
destroyed by frost?

Mr. CLARK of Florida. I do not know.

Mr. BATHRICK. I will say that it is true.

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, the governor says, so
this reporter says, and I presume he reported it correctly—my
experience with newspaper reporters in Washington is that they
generally get a fellow pretty straight, and I apprehend that the
governor said it—that when we had gotien up to a certain
point that I said:

* Gentlemen, here are the Everglades. Yon see what they are. This
is all there is to see. Let us go back, as I have an en ment with
Mr. Flagler at Palm Beach,” and toward Palm Beach his boat was
turned mmed[stqu.

That is absolutely untrue, not that I disclaim association and
acquaintance with My, Flagler. I am not a groundling. I am
not ashamed to acknowledge the acquaintance and the friend-
ship of a man who has builded a glorious country out of what
was a wilderness before. [Applause.] But this little pin-
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headed governor [launghter] thought it would hurt me polit-
ically in my district to associate me with Mr, Flagler. That is
why he drew in the name of Mr. Flagler. He thought that
would cost me some votes. But he is mistaken. The intelli-
gence of the constituency of the second congressional district
of Florida averages much higher than the intelligence of the
governor of Florida. [Laughter and applanse.] “I am confi-
dent that the investigation in progress will prove his charges
to be unfounded.” What were my charges? Simply this and
nothing more. I said that a certain circular letter on the sub-
ject of the Everglades sent out by the department was sup-
pressed. I said that the Secretary told me that he suppressed
it at the instance of persons engaged in selling Everglade lands.

Then I asked the committee to ascertain who those people
were and why this document was suppressed. I will prove
everything I have said by testimony that even the governor of
Florida, with his Iimited ability to weigh facts, will be able to
discover establishes the truth of the charge. Ah, Mr. Speaker, I
have made no fight upen this project. I have not said that the
lands were good or bad. I do not know. The only thing I have
contended against is this conscienceless exploitaiion of these
lands, making misrepresentations, and publishing and circulat-
ing deliberate falsehoods in reference to them.,

Mr. AKIN of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Florida yield to
the gentleman from New York?

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Yes, sir; for a guestion.

Mr. AKIN of New York. I wanted to make a statement in
regard to a letter which I received a few days ago from a gen-
tleman who is now down in Florida investigating the Everglades
as to purchasing some land. He said that while down there he
met o gentleman from Towa who had bought some of this Ever-
glade land by mail, and had come down there to see it, and he
made this remark: “ I have bought land by the section; I have
bought land by the acre; I have bought land by the foot; buf,
my God, I have never bought land by the gallon.” [Laughter.}

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, the governor under-
takes te put me in the attitude of attacking the interests of my
State. Gentlemen upon this floor who have been here during
my term of service know that I have never lost an opportunity
to paint the beauties of that fair State and tell in my humble way
of her charms. [Applause.] I have done all I conld to repre-
sent her faithfully and well. Whenever her fair fame has been
attacked I have always come to her defense. The governor of
Florida by this silly and untruthful attack can mnot injure me
among the people, because they know it is false. In spite of him,
in spite of the land thieves, for whom he speaks, the intelligent,
honest democracy of that district, unless I mistake the signs of
the times, will again express their confidence in me by sending
mé back te this great body. [Leud applause.]

And I shall continue to stand for honest dealing as I see it
I shall condemn those things which I believe reflect upon
my State and my people, and I shall advocate those things
which I believe will inure to their good and preserve their
honor. [Applause.]

If standing for honesty, if standing for right, if standing for
truth is fo defeat me, then I do not want a seat here or any-
where else, If I can not hold a commission from an honorable
constituency upon an honorable basis, I would prefer to go
back home, and, if need be, settle on some beautiful little spot
alongside of one of our lovely lakes and spend my time among
the yeomanry of that who are my friends, and aid
btl;tem in making “ two blades of grass grow where only one grew

Ol'e.” .

Mr. Speaker, I have in this transaction simply denounced
wrong. I have simply inveighed against dishomor. I have
simply denounced theft. No man can make me believe that
when I am doing that I am bringing discredit upon my State.
I stand for Florida first. I love the State, her people, and her
interests. When I shall go down to rest it will be in her bosom,
in her generous soil, among the pecple who have been so good
to me, and I shall sleep in the sands of that great State, whose
people I know do not approve or indorse dishonor and theft.
[Applause.]

INVESTIGATION OF STEAMSHIP LINES.

Mr. HENRY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1 offer the following
privileged resolution of the Committee on Rules.

The SPEAKER. The genfleman from Texas offers a privi-
leged resolution from the Committee on Rules, which the Clerk
will report.

House resolution 425 (H. Rept. No. 802),

Resolved, That the Commities on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
be, amd is hereby, empowered and directed to make a complete and thor-
ogfh investigation of the methods and practices of the various steam-
ship lines, both domestic and foreign, engaged in carrying eur ever-sea
or foreign commerce and in the coastwise trade and the connection be-
tween such steamship lines and railroads; and to investigate whether
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such ship lines have formed any agreement, confarences, pools, or other
combinations among each other or with railroads for the pu of fix-
ln% rates and tariffs or of giving rebates, special rates, or other special
privileges or advantages, or for the purpose of pooling and dividing
their earnings, or-for the purpose of preventing or destroying competi-
tion ; also to investigate as to what method, if any, is used by such
shipping lines, foreign or domestic, and railroads to é)revant the publi-
cation of their methods and practices in the United- States; also to in-
vestigate and report to what extent and in what manner any foreign
nation has subsidized or may own any vessel engaged in our foreign
commeree ; also to investigate and report to what extent any ship lines
and companies engaged in our foreign or coastwise or inland commerce
are owned or controlled by rallway companies, or by the same inte
and persons owning or controlling railroad companies; and said com-
mittee shall further investigate whether the conduct or methods or
practices of said foreign steamship lines are in contravention of our
commercial treaties or in violation of our laws, and what effect said
methods and practices have on the commerce and freight rates of the
United States; and shall further investigate what effect such combina-
tions, agreements, and practices of rallroads and our coastwise and in-
land shipping lines or of railroads and over-sea shipping lines, whether
domestic or forelgn, If any are found to exist, have on the commerce
and freight rates of the United States, and whether the same are in
violation of any law of the United States.

Sec, 2. That said committee shall report to the House all the facts
disclosed by said investigation, and what legislation, if any, it deems
advisable in relation thereto.

Sec. 3. That sald committee, or any subcommittee thereof, is hereby
empowered to git and act during the sessions or during the recess of
Congress at such place or places as may be found necessary, and to re-
quire the attendance of witnesses, the production of books, papers, and
other documents, by sub?cena or otherwise, to swear such witnesses and
take their testlmonf orally or in writing.

Sec, 4. That sald committee is hereby authorized to employ such
counsel and experts and clerical and other assistance as shall be neces-
sal"g to perform its duties hereunder,

gC. D. That the Speaker shall have authority to issne subpenas for
witnesses, upon the request of the committee, during the recess of Con-
gress in the same manner as during the sessions of Congress.

Mr. HENRY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I do not know that any
debate is necessary. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Darzern] desire time?

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, I do not desire to debate the
resolution. I quite approve of it. It is not a new subject, as
a similar resolution was before the Committee on Rules in the
last House, and while the text of this resolution was somewhat
changed, I think it has been changed for the better. I have not
any doubt from the various hearings by the committee, both
in the last Congress and in this, that it is proper there should
be such an investigation.

Mr. HENRY of Texas, Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question. ’

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso-
lution.

The gquestion was taken, and the resolution was agreed to.

ENROLLED BILL BIGNED.,

Mr. CRAVENS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, vre-
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill
of the following title; when the Speaker signed the same:

H. R. 13570. An act to amend an act entitled “An act granting
to certain employees of the United States the right to receive
from it compensation for injuries sustained in the course of
their employment,” approved May 30, 1908.

NATIONAL DRAINAGE CONGRESS.

Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to in-
sert in the Recorp, in connection with the remarks which I
made yesterday, submitting an invitation to this body to attend
the sessions of the Drainage Congress shortly to be held in
New Orleans, certain extracts included in a telegram received
from the New Orleans Board of Control of that Congress.
[Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from TLouisiana [Mr.
Durre] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the
Recorp, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Following is the telegram referred to:

National Drainage Congress will voice desire of entire country for
adoption by Federal Congress of a broadly constructive policy of recla-
mation by drainage and river regulations. There Is no intention to ask
the Federal Government to drain any man’s land. Drainage Congress
will ask that Federal Government survey all wet lands, solve Interstatc
problems, furnish adequate drainage arteries into which local drainage
may flow, and so regulate the flow of navigable rivers as to conserve
their water and prevent destructive floods, In all of the factory towns
of the East and North there is now an overcongestion of food con-
sumers. Drainage Congress will give great impetus to drainage, to the
canalization of the Ohlo River, to the building of the Lake Erie and
Ohio River ship canal, and to flood prevention. The millions of non-

roducers congested in manufacturing centers deplete the country popu-
ation. High cost of living results, because consumers increase faster
than producers. That condition may be reversed by enormous increase
of food production from 24,000,000 acres of land to be reclaimed in
Arkansas, Missouri, Misstsaiggl, and Louisiana alone. Louisiana's 10,-
000,000 acres of alluvial lands will produce more than a billion dollars’
worth of food every year. Cheap water transportation will exist from
every farm In Louislana to every seaboard city. Complete Lakes to
Gulf waterway, canalize Ohio River from Pittsburgh to Cairo, and build

Lake Erie and Ohlo River ship canal, and food from Louisiana's winter
ggf:; farms can then go by water to the large interior manufacturing
) NEW ORLEANS BOARD OF CONTROL,

NATIONAL DRAINAGE CONGRESS,

AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve itself
into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union
for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 18960) making
appropriations for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1913.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid-
eration of the bill H. R. 18960, the Agriculture appropriation
bill, with Mr. BorrLAxD in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration
of the bill H. R. 18960, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 18060) making appropriations for the Department of
Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1913.

Mr., LAMB. Mr. Chairman, when the committee rose on
March 2, it had under consideration the paragraph on page 21,
line 18, * For the investigation and improvement of sugar-pro-
ducing plants, including their utilization and culture, $30,795,"
to which there was pending an amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GarNer]. I think this matter was dis-
cussed fully pro and con, and all I have to submit now for the
information of the committee is what Dr. Galloway said in de-
tailing his projects along this line. After treating of the work
touching beet-sugar culture, he says: .

This comprises a study of sugar-cane diseases, of problems affecting
maple sap in connection with the Vermont Experiment Station, and a
small amount of work on sorghum. The necessity of concentrating the
efforts of the office force on lt%t\.‘ more urgent problems and the difficulty
experienced in securing a competent pathologist for the sugar-cane <n-
vestigation have led us to mark time on this group of projects. Con-
siderable work has been done on the maple-sap problem. In the ¢omin,
geason no increase has been asked for in these projects. The policy wi
be to push the work on sugar-cane diseases more actively next year if
a trained man can be secured.

There you have the judgment of Dr. Galloway as to the neces-
gity for this extension of the amount for this sugar project, and
I am willing to submit it fo the House on what has been said, -
unless my friend from Texas [Mr. GAeNer] wishes to speak
further.

Mr. RODDENBERY. Mr. Chairman, I counld not cateh guite
the entire language of Dr. Galloway in regard to the investiga-
tion of diseases of the sugar-cane plant. Does he assert that
this appropriation is adequate for the investigation of the cur-
rent year?

Mr. LAMB. He said it would be the policy to push the work
on sugar-cane diseases more actively next year if a trained man
can be secured; the fact being, as he states it, that he has not
at present a trained pathologist in this business to prosecute it
successfully now, and he wants to mark tiine, so to speak, to
use his own language.

Mr. RODDENBERY. Does the gentleman infer from that
that the investigation of diseases of sugar-cane plants this year
must of necessity be limited? :

Mr. LAMB. Exactly. He has $37,000, you know, and he
is employing part of that; and he says he does not expect-to do
much this year, but to delay to another year.

Mr. RODDENBERY. His intention is to make such investi-
gation as he can this year? {

Mr. LAMB. That is what I understand.

Mr. RODDENBERY., And the appropriation is adequate for
that purpose?

Mr. LAMB. Yes.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say a word to
the committee on this amendment for the benefit of gentlemen
who were not here last Saturday. The sole purpose of this
amendment is to establish experiments in the Rio Grande Val-
ley, in the State of Texas. I am not going to take the position
in the House that Dr. Galloway is incapable of finding a man
qualified for doing this work, because if I took that position I
would be compelled to take the position®that Dr. Galloway him-
self is not the man fitted to conduct the business of the Burean
of Plant Industry, and I do believe he is the man best qualified
to carry on that work in the Unifed States.

When anyone undertakes to convey the idea to this House
that you are unable to find a man in the United States tv carry
on this work, it seems to-me it is perfectly ridi¢ulous. For in-
stance, this bill does not take effect until July, 1912, and runs
along until July, 1913. The object of this amendment is to se-
cure sufficient funds to experiment with cane and beet sugar
in the Rio Grande Valley, a new country, with a new soil, new
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climatic conditions, with irrigation projects such as you have
not in the Middle West or in Louisiana. In other words, it is
an entirely new situation. I submit for the benefit of the com-
mittee that the manner in which these experiments have been
made has been unfair. I quote from a statement prepared by
the Burean of Plant Industry with reference to this work. It
is now being carried on at two points in Colorado, one in Wis-
consin, one in Kansas, one in Georgia, and I do not doubt but
what the Rio Grande Valley will produce, in the next year or
two, more sugar than either State that I have referred to. And
it does seem to me, out of the $30,000, some experiments, some
demonstration work, some opportunity may be had, that the
small farmers in the valley may have the same assistance and
the same consideration that the beet growers of the West and
the South have had.

 Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote on the amendment.

"Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyoming offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 21, lines 19 and 20, strike out the words * thirty thousand
seven hundred and nlnety~nve dollars ™ and insert the words “ fifty
thousand dollars.”

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, the Secretary of Agricul-
ture has informed us that there are within the continental
boundaries of the United States at least 274,000,000 acres of
land that are adapted to the cultivation of the sugar beet. In
addition to that I think it is the opinion of those best informed
that there is an area of not less than 12,000,000 to 15,000,000
acres adapted to the cultivation of sugar cane, or more than 10
times the area on which sugar cane is now cultivated. The
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garxer] has just eloquently ex-
plained to the Committee of the Whole what a vast area there
is in his district that could profitably produce sugar cane.

Of the total consumption of sugar in the United States,
amounting, in 1910, to 3,350,355 tons, we produced in this coun-
try 323,006 tons of cane sugar and 457,000 tons of beet sugar.
It would not be necessary to utilize one-twentieth part of the
land whieh is fit for the growing of cane and sugar beets in the
United States to produce all of the sugar that we consume. It
is estimated that there is invested in the beet-sugar industry
of the country something like $100,000,000. The probability is
that we have a still larger investment in the cane-sugar industry.
Yet these two industries produce less than 800,000 tons out of
the 3,350,000 tons which we consume. So here is an opportunity
for building up a domestic industry which will call for an addi-
tional investment of at least $600,000,000.

Mr. AUSTIN. Will the gentleman permit an interruption
there?

Mr. MONDELL. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. AUSTIN. I should like to ask the gentleman what effect
the proposition to put sugar on the free list will have on the
development of this industry?

Mr, MONDELL. Of course it will wipe out the industry we
now have and will prevent any further extension of it, but I
am not assuming that sugar is going on the free list. 'The
election of a Republican President and House of Representatives
will prevent that.

Mr. LEVER. Do not be too sure about that.

Mr. MONDELL. I am discussing this matter just as though
the catastrophe that seems now to, impend will not be realized.
As a matter of fact, I am inclined to the opinion that if the
gentlemen on the other side had the opportunity at this time to
put upon the statute books the legislation they propose, and
upon which they have taken caucus action, they would hesitate
a long time before they would do it.

We have an opportunity to enlarge the sugar industry to an
extent that would require the investment of at least half to
three-quarters of a billion of dollars and give employment to at
least 100,000 American citizens.

That is the opportunity presented to us in the extension of
the sugar industry in cane and in beet; and it seems to me that
in view of the importance of this industry, in view of its great
value to the country, we should expend a larger sum than is
provided for in the item now before us, and that $50,000 would
be a very small sum to expend in making the investigation that
would lead to the extension of this important industry.

In the State which I have the honor fo represent on this
floor we have at least a half million acres of land that are
suitable to the cultivation of the sugar beet.

[The time of Mr. MoxnpELL having expired, by unanimous
consent he was given five minutes more.]

The great State of Colorado, to the south of us, no hetter
land, no better climate than we have, has 17 sugar-beet fac-
tories. The State of Montana, to the north of us, has one large

sugar-beet factory. Nebraska, to the east, has two factories,
and the three factories that I have last referred to all receive
a large proportion of their sugar beets from Wyoming.

We have long been looking forward to the time when the
sugar-beet industry would be extended in our country. A num-
ber of years ago the Government undertook to aid the develop-
ment of the arid West through the national reclamation law.
We have expended approximately $60,000,000, and between
$25,000,000 and $30,000,000 are available when needed for ex-
tension of that work. These great irrigation projects, or a
number of them, depend for their success very largely on the
opportunity afforded for the cultivation of sugar beeis and the
manufacture of beet sugar., We deliberately undertook this
great national work and dedicated to it the income from the
public lands, with the understanding that the progress and
prosperity and success of these enterprises largely depended on
the extension of the beet-sugar industry.

Of course, we realized then, as we realize now, that this in-
dustry is dependent upon a protective tariff; that it is abso-
lutely impossible in a temperate climate and with the Ameri-
can wage, under American conditions, to produce cane sugar in
competition with the peon-grown cane sugar of the Tropics.

No man whose opinion on the subject is worthy of considera-
tion will claim for a moment that it is possible to maintain
under the American flag within our continental confines a cane-
sugar industry in free competition with the cane-sugar indusiry
of Java or Borneo or Cuba. That being the case, we under-
stand the still more difficult conditions surrounding the sugar-
beet grower. It is secarcely necessary to refer to the fact that
the beet-sugar industry is absolutely dependent on a protective
tariff. Even in Germany, where the average wage paid to
the workers in the field is just about a third, or a little more
than a third, of that in our Northwest, where the average wagde
in the factory is less than half that paid in American factories,
the industry would be wiped out if it were not for the protective
tariff which guards it. How much more is that tariff essential
to our development?, [Applause.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, the current appropriation law
carries $32,355 for the investigation of sugar-producing plants,
including their utilization and eculture. The bill under con-
sideration carries $30,795. The gentleman from Texas [Mr,
GarNer] has offered an amendment increasing that amount by
$5,000, and I understand the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
MoxpeLL] has offered an amendment increasing it to $50,000.
I am somewhat interested imltie position of the gentleman
from Texas. A short time ywe had under consideration a
proposition to make a.slight inerease in the appropriation for
the investigation and the establishment of standards of cotton;
when the vote came before the House the gentleman from
Texas rallied the Democratic hosts from the nooks and corners
and brought in a large aggregation of genilemen who had not
heard the debate who voted against the amendment and suc-
ceeded in defeating it. Then the gentleman from Indiana offered
an amendment to provide an appropriation for the investigation
of diseases of corn; and again the gentleman from Texas rallied
the Democratic Members out of the by-ways of the Capitol and
succeeded in defeating that amendment. Then the gentleman
from Tennessee offered an amendment to increase slightly the
appropriation for the investigation of the improvement of to-
bacco, and so forth, and the gentleman from Texas rushed to
the corridors and lobbies and rallied the Democratic Members
who had not heard the debate, although on this occasion he did
not succeed in defeating the amendment.

On every proposition that has come up, until sugar was
reached, the gentleman from Texas has performed the onerous
duty of rallying the Democratic Members to stand with the
committee,

It only illustrates how we are all influenced more or less by
local considerations. I do  not know who the committee have
selected now to rally the Members on that side of the House
to support the committee against the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GarNer], but I suppose somebody
will bring in the Speaker and the chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means from their private rooms to stand by the
committee now as the gentlemhn from 'Texas did upon ths
other amendments,

Mr. Chairman, one of two things is quite certain. If the
Democratic proposition for free sugar is to prevail, we ought
either to strike out the entire provision for this item or else
increase it. I am ineclined to think that if the Democrztic
proposition for free sugar prevails no sum of money appro-
priated for the investigation of sugar-producing plants will be
of any very great avail, and yet even with that threat in our
face I would not be willing to abandon the possibility of so
increasing our capacity for the production of sugar by the
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improvement of sugar-producing plants that I would be willing
at this time to strike out the appropriation. I hope the gentle-
man from Texas, having now worked himself up to the point
where he is willing to inerease the appropriation by $5,000, to
be used in his district in Texas, will go along the line a little
further and support the amendment proposed by the gentleman
from Wyoming [Mr. Mexperr], so that the appropriation can
be increased for the benefits of other parts of the country. Cer-
tainly the gentleman from Texas is not desirous of increasing it
by merely $5,000 to be expended in his own district in Texas,
Surely he will be willing to increase it enough so that they can
maintain an experiment station in the State of Wyoming and
in other places where we can produce sugar beets, in the hope
that the Republicans may somewhere along the line prevent
the destruction of the industry through the passage of the bill
reported into the House this morning.

Mr. LAMB. Mr., Chairman, the gentleman from Wyoming
[Mr. MoxperLL] is always listened to attentively by this House,
and for that reason I did not object and was perfectly willing
for him to have five minutes longer in the hope that he would
give us some more scriptural illusirations and speak as a
preacher, as he usually does in this House. His amendment is
just exactly five times worse than the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER].

Mr, MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a little Seripture right there?

Mr. LAMB. Certainly; we need some.

Mr. MONDELL. This may not be literally correct, but is
practically so: “ He who forgetteth his own household is worse
than an infidel.” [Laughter.]

AMr. LAMB. “He who faileth to provide for his own house-
hold.” I am not much of a preacher, but I can correct the
gentleman sometimes on Seripture. [Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, the same reasons that apply to refusing the
amendment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garxer] to in-
erease this appropriation by $5,000 apply with five times greater
force to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wyo-
ming. "

I would not take the time, if I had it, to make any reply to
my genial friend from Illinois [Mr. Manxx], who has always
got something to say about the action of the Democrats. Let
me tell you, my friends on both sides of the Chamber, that it
makes no difference to me, having charge of this bill, whether
an amendment comes from a Member on this side or upon that
side of the aisle. [Applause] X shall consider it, and I think
this committee will, upon its ts, and not with a view of
whether it is offered by a eman on one side or the other
of the two contending parties in this country.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. LAMB. Yes.-

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I want to know if the depart-
ment made any recommendation concerning this appropriation
for this purpose?

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad that the gentle-
man has asked that question. If I were to answer in full these
other gentlemen I would refer to that, and perhaps I would
better do it now. If this were of such magnitude as to require
the attention of these gentlemen, and if my friend from Wyo-
ming was looking after his own household, as Scriptures enjoin,
why did not he and they come before the committee and have
the matter investigated? No more was asked in the estimate.
We gave all that the department asked in this matter, and I
have quoted to you to-day what Dr. Galloway has said about
this project.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will not the gentleman from
Virginia pardon the department, as well a8 the gentleman from
Wyoming and myself, upon the theory that we did not antici-
pate that there was going to be a free-sugar bill brought into
this House any more than did the gentleman from Virginia?

Mr. LAMB. My friend knows just as mueh about what that
free-sugar bill is going to amount to as I do.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I have no doubt that we will not
disagree about that. .

Mr. LAMB. It is not in the equation.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. That legislation will fatten the
refineries and impoverish the beet people. Mr. Chairman, I
want to submit just one word to the gentleman from Virginia
in behalf of the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Wyoming [Mr. MoxpELL].

The beet-sugar industry is the one that needs this edueation—
that is, the grower of the beet. Now, the gentleman from Texas,
with his $5,000—if he wants that expended down there—is not
entitled to any consideration whatever, for the reason that the
eane-sugar business is as old as the history itself, whereas the

. »
beet-sugar industry—the kind of seed to use, the kind of soil to
plant it in, the kind of cultivation to make of the plant—is
entirely new and growing in importance every day; and if this
country, which only produces one-third of the sugar eonsumed
by the American people, expects ever to get any additional sugar
grown in this country or manufactured, it must be from beets.

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman permit me to interrnpt
to make a statement to the gentleman from Colorado. I know
the gentleman does not want to be unfair. They are growing
sugar beets in the Rio Grande Valley. It is a new territory, and
there they are testing both cane and beets; and for the gentle-
man to sgay that the appropriation I have suggested is not to
be considered, when it ghould be considered in fairness to both
sides, seems to me perfectly ridiculous.

Mr, RUCKER of Colorado. I did not so understand the -
gentleman, .

Mr. LAMB, The gentleman has taken me off my feet, and if
it had not been that the gentleman is an old soldier I wonld
not agree to it. However, he looks too young to be a soldier.
I desire to say that two-thirds of this money is used for this
beet culture.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I understand; and if there were
fifty thousand more—— A

Mr. LAMB. Yes; but—

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. And if this fifty thousand were
appropriated, it would be two-thirds of that. I am sure that
if the gentleman will call up the Secretary of Agriculture,
he will recommend $50,000 for that purpose.

Mr. LAMB. Let us proceed now——

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I am going to vote for the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Wyoming. 3 (

The CHAIRMAN, The question is upon the amendment to
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wyoming.

Mr. MANN. I ask to have the amendment reported.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 21, lines 19 and 20, strike out the words * thirty thousand
seven hundred and ninety-five dollars” and insert the words *fifty
thousand dollars.”

Mr. MANN. That is the amendment to the amendment,
I asked to have the amendment reported.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment which was reported by
the Clerk was the amendment to the amendment. The Clerk
will report the amendment. :

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 21, line 19, strike out the word ™ thirty ™ and Insert the word
“ thirty-five.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is upon the amendment of
the gentleman from Wyoming to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas.

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the noes
seemed to have it.

On a division (demanded by Mr. Rucker of Colorado) there
were—ayes 54, noes 46,

Mr. LAMB. I ask for tellers, Mr. Chairman.

Tellers were ordered.

The committee again divided; and the tellers (Mr. Laus and
Mr. MoxpeLL) reported that there were—ayes 67, noes 59.

8o the amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs upon the amendment
of the gentleman from Texas as amended.

The question was taken; and the Chair announced the noes
appeared to have it.

Mr. MANN and Mr. GARNER. Division, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MANN. This vote is on the amendment as amended, pre-
cisely the same proposition is now being put.

The question was taken; and there were—ayes 46, noes 56.

Mr, MANN. Mr, Chairman, I ask for tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

The committee again divided; and the tellers (Mr. Lams and
Mr. Mo~peLL) reported that there were—ayes 57, noes 61.

So the amendment as amended was not agreed to.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend-
ment. I move to strike out “thirty,” in line 19, page 21, and
insert “ thirty-six.”

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 21, line 19, strike out the word * thirty™ and insert in llen
thereof the word * thirty-six.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas.

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
noes seemed to have it.

Mr. GARNER. Division, Mr. Chairman.

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 8, noes 27.

So the amendment was rejected.
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Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, T offer the fol-
lowing amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers
an amendment which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

After line 20, nge 21, insert the following :

“To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to meet the emergency
caused hf; the continued spread of the chestnuf-bark disease by con-
tinuing the study of the nature and habits of the parasitic fuu{gus caus-
ing the disease, for the ?urnpse of discovering new methods of control,
and by putting into application methods of control already discovered,
$£80,000, or so much tgereor as may be necessary, of which $20,000
ghall be Immediately available. And the Secretary of Agriculture is
hereby authorized to expend said appropriation in such a manner as he
shall deem best, in cooperation with the authorities of the States con-
cerned or with individuals; and to pay all necessary expenses for the
employment of all investigators, local and special agents, experts, as-
glstants, and all labor and other necessary expenses, including rent, in
the District of Columbia and elsewhere, as may be required : Provided,
That of this sum an amount not exceeding $10,000 shall be used in the
study of the relation of ingects to the chestnut-bark disease.”

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order on
that, but if my friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore] will
allow me fo make a statement of two minutes I think he will
withdraw his amendment.

We have already a provision in this bill for the chesinut
blight, and in addition to that we have a bill before our com-

s mittee on which we are perfectly willing to hear the gentleman
from Pennsylvania‘at any time, to make a separate, distinet,
-and independent provision for this, as we did for the Mediter-
ranean fly. i

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I thank the gentleman for that
statement. Of course, there is a great deal of interest in this
question. I realize that the gentleman can make a point of
order, but I thank him for baving reserved it in order that this
statement could be made, and I also thank the gentleman for
having given the assurance that this question may again be
Lieard by the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I insist on the point of order.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr, Chairman, before the
gentleman does that I certainly would like to have five minutes,
which, of course, I can get by moving to strike out. The gentle-
man will save time by allowing me that amount of time.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD rose. .

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I will tell the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SaackrLerForp] the same thing.

Mr, SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, there are so many bills
here that are dragging, and we are wasting so much time, that
I make the point of order against this amendment.

Mr. LAMB. I think we will save time by reserving the point
of order.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. So do I.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I do not want to interfere with an-
other gentleman’s committee, but I think we are wasting much
time here. I will withdraw the point of order, however, at this
time.

Mr. FITZGERALD.
is reserved.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, all I desire
now is to present this matter under the five-minute rule, I
am not going fo argue the point of order, but I wish to say
that I sit here patiently during the consideration of a bill of
this kind and listen to other gentlemen present claims in behalf
of matters that affect their States, and I think if I am willing
to do my part to assist those who desire to stop the ravages of
the boll weevil, or who seck to investigate other questions af-
fecting animal or plant life or the chemistry of the soil, and
so forth, they ought to stop to consider a matter of importance
to at least 10 States. The chestnut blight is as serious as is
the boll weevil. It started somewhere in tha vieinity of New
York about 1904. It has now progressed over at least 10 States

- and is moving toward the South and toward the West. It is
estimated that np to this time the loss of chestnut timber has
amounted to over $25000000.  Surely this is a matter that
ought to have some attention and consideration from this
House. One State may make an appropriation with a view of
stopping the progress of this tree disease, as Pennsylvania has
done, but if one State has jurisdiction only within the limits
of the State, and the disease is passing over its lines, it is rea-
sonable to ask that the Government of the United States, with
its greater authority, step in and help a movement to check it.

My amendment was intended, Mr. Chairman, to have the
Government aid in stopping the ravages of the chestnut blight.
I realize it is subjeet to a point of order, but my purpose in
introducing it at this time was to ascertain whether any pro-
vision had been made in this bill for investigating the blight.
I question whether any adequate provision has been made on
the part of the Government, but I am satisfied with the state-

The point of order is not withdrawn, it

ment of the chairman of the committee that in due course the
Committee on Agriculture will take this matter up and give
it due consideration, and I thank him for that assurance.

I withdraw the amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Lams]
insists on his point of order. The point of order is sustained.

The Clerk read as follows:

For taxonomic investigations and the study of methods for the im-
provement of grazing lands, $20,000.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from California.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend by Inserting, on line 21, page 21', after the word * taxonomic,” -
the following words, ** and agrostological.”

Mr. LEVER. Mr. Chairman, on that I reserve a point of
order.

Mr. RAKER. My. Chairman, the only purpose of this amend-
ment is that the examination or investigation now provided for
under the appropriation, $20,000, taxonomie, is simply to class-
ify the plants. Now, we want plants to grow on these public
ranges. We have in the neighborhood of 130,000,000 acres, and
we want the department, with this amount of money, to study
the best kind of plants that will grow there and study the grow-
ing of plants, not the mere classification.

I called the attention of the department officials to this
matter, and they seemed fo think it wonld be a good amend-
ment. They think they could do it by studying the growing and
the method of growing instead of merely the classification. I
hope the commitiee will accept this amendment. It does not
add anything to the amount at all. It simply gives the depart-
ment an opportunity to study the grewth of the plants on these
publie ranges.

Mr. LAMB. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that the Chief
of the Bureau of Plant Industry, in summing up what he does
under this provision, provides exactly for what my friend from
California wants. His statement covers four or five pages here,
and I do not want to take the time to read it. A point of order
has been made against the amendment, and I ask for a ruling
on the point of order.

Mr. RAKER. I hope the gentleman will not make the point
of order. This amendment will give the department the power
to do what they ought to do, and yet expend no more money.

Mr. LAMB. We hold that the department will do that with-
out the amendment.

. Mr. RAKER. If that is so, my amendment will do no harm;
it will make it plain and give full authority to aect.

Mr., LEVER. Mr. Chairman, let me say.to the gentleman
from California that the department has been doing the very
work he would have it do. They have been doing it for years
and years all over this country. One division of this depart-
ment is devoted to that very work. I insist on my point of
order, Mr, Chairman,

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, what is the point of order? This
amendment is to study grasses. Is that subject to a point of
order? It is one of the very purposes in the creation of the
department.

Mr. LEVER. I concede that the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California is not subject to a point of order. I
reserve it, however, on the amendment.

Mr. RAKER. This is a question that ought to be consid-
ered. We apply to the department for investigations, and they
return the answer that there is no provision in the bill by
which they can make certain investigations. Now, I understand
from the chairman that they have made this same kind of
investigation. If that is the case, they have made it without
any authorization of law. Why not permit this to be amended,
to put it in shape so that when a request is made and when
their attention is called to the matter and they desire to go
out and make thorough investigations as to the growth of the
plants and the kind and character of the plants that ought fto
be grown on these public ranges they can do so and not confine
this item simply to the mere purposes of classifying the plants
and grasses, but extend its scope for the perpose of getting
forage, for the purpose of having vegetation grow upon those
ranges for the use of which the permittees are now paying
hundreds of thousands of dollars to this Government? The
Government ought to be ready and willing to do this work, and
this committee ought to be ready to vote favorably on the
amendment.

Mr. KENDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from California yield
to the gentleman from Iowa?
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Mr. RAKER. Yes; I certainly do. :

Mr. KENDALL. Was I correct in understanding the gentle-
man to say that this amendment was submitted to the depart-
ment and approved by it?

Mr. RAKER. I will say to the gentleman that I consulted
with one of the officials of the department, and he said the
amendment ought to go in.

Mr. KENDALL. I understand the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. Lever] to say that this work has been carried on
for years?

Mr, LEVER. Yes. Here is a statement of Dr. Galloway, in
which he says that work under this head consists of an investi-
gation of economic grasses and other plants. I want to say
further that perhaps the first year that I was elected to Con-
gress Dr. Spillman, in charge of farm management work, which
is earried in the bill in the next item, went through my dis-
trict with his experts to teach my people what kind of grasses
are best adapted for growing on our soil, and I understand the
department for years has been doing this very work. The item
at the foot of this page used to be called for the “ Office of
Agrostology,” showing that the very character of work that the
gentleman has in mind is now being done by the department
and has been done by it for years.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr. LEVER. Yes.

Mr. RAKER. The question of taxonomics has absolutely no
relation on earth to the growth of plants, if you give it a proper
definition. The question ig, if by putting one word in there we
can give the department the right to study the method of the
growth of plants, and by that study we can inerease our public
ranges, ought we not to do it?

Mr. LEVER. Why load up the bill with unnecessary verbi-
age?

Mr. RAKER. It is only putting in two words, which will
give the department the authority.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. RAKER. Yes.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman takes the word *taxonomic,”
and seems to consider that that is the whole paragraph. Does
not the gentleman consider that the study of methods for the
improvement of grazing lands includes the study of grasses or
anything that would come under the term “ agrostology ”?

Mr. LAMB. Not only so, but he says so here.

Mr. RAKER. The study of methods of improving grazing
land is not a study of the plants grown upon the land.

Mr. MANN. Why, certainly. How else could he improve it?

Mr. RAKER. He can examine the soilg, he can examine the
climate; but we want him to examine the plants that the man
pays for when he gets a permit fo go on the ranges.

Mr. MANN. But we can examine them under this provision.

Mr. LAMB. Here is what he says under one of his projects:

An inguiry into the best methods for the matural reseeding of over-
grazed ranges.

Mr. RAKER. That is in another provision.

Mr. LAMB. It is under this very taxonomic treatment. I
asked him to give me a statement of all these projects, and
every project is under this head, right down here. There is so
much of it that 1 would not burden the Recorp with it, but it
answers the gentleman’s question. There is no necessity for this.
They are doing it now. )

Mr. RAKER. Will the chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture permit me to ask him this question?

Mr. LAMB. ‘Certainly. -

Mr. RAKER. If by virtue of a few words you can make the
language so gpecific that when the officers come to consider this
question of the investigation and examination of the land for
which the people are now paying this Government hundreds of
thousands of dollars for rent and for range purposes, onght we
not to make the language so specific that they can not say,
“Oh, well, it is not provided for in this act and we can not con-
sider it”? Why not make it plain? Why not make it specific,
so that we who are paying hundreds of thousands of dollars for
these public ranges may get some of the benefit of it?

Mr, LAMB. Because the suggestions for language in the bill
must come from the department.

Mr. RAKER. I know; but they have not a monopoly of all
the language there is.

Mr. LAMB. It is to be assumed that they know what they
are doing.

AMr. RAKER. There are a few words remaining in the die-
tionary that they have not used there.

Mr. LAMB. They have used so many that there ought not to
be any more inserted.

Mr. MANN. Which does the gentleman think would be the
more intelligent, Members of Congress or others?

IMr.. RAKER. Members of Congress. Others are intelligent
also.

Mr. MANN. Is the appropriation for the improvement of
grazing lands or for the study of agrostology?

Mr. RAKER. The study of the improvement of grazing lands,

Mr. MANN. But the study of the improvement of grazing
lands necessarily carries with it a study of the methods of im-
provement, and the principal method is the study of the grasses
or forage plants.

Mr. RAKER. They do not thus apply it.

Mr. MANN. They do thus apply it.

Mr. LEVER. TUndoubtedly they do.

Mr. LAMB. I ask for a vote.

The CHATRMAN. The point of order has been withdrawn,
The question is on the amendment of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. RAKER], = '

The question being taken, the amendment was rejected.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

The committee informally rose; and Mr. RUBEY having taken
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate
announced that the Senate had passed with amendments bill of
the following title, in which the concurrence of the House of
Representatives was reguested:

H.R.19238. An act to amend section 90 of the act entitled,
“An act to codify, revise, and amend the laws relating to the
Judiciary,” approved March 3, 1911.

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to
the amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S,
8211) authorizing that commission of ensign be given midship-
men upon graduation from the Naval Academy.

AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATION BILL,

The committee resumed its session.

The Olerk read as follows:

To inve th tion of im
o, inent o o phacic, YLeh O 1P methods of

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 21, lines 25 and 26, strike out the words “ one hundred and
eighty-six thousand and twenty dollars” and insert in lieu thereof the
words * two hundred and fifty thousand dollars.”

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, this amendment, if
adopted, will make available $250,000 instead of $186,020, an in-
crease of about $65,000. I offer the amendment with some reluc-
tance because I am a member of the Committee on Agriculture
and a member also of the subcommittee upon whom devolved
the work of preparing the final draft of the bill we are now con-
sidering.

Since the organization of the Department of Agriculture
scientists, investigators, and experimenters have been at work
gaining information to assist in better agriculture in this coun-
try. Acts of Congress have been passed to assist agricultural
colleges in similar work. But there has been a lack of appro-
priation, a lack of means for carrying results of these investi-
gations to the people in such a form that proper or reasonable
use could be made of them. The acts of Congress providing
appropriations for agricultural colleges to assist them in their
work for the establishment of experimental stations actually for-
bids use of money so appropriated outside of the agricultural
colleges themselves.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Yes.

Mr. TRIBBLE. The gentleman’s amendment is for the pur-
pose of establishing demonstration stations?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. It is to pay salaries and expenses of
men to go from the Department of Agriculture to come into
actual contact with farmers to show them better methods of -
farm management, and assist them in better cultural methods
and the improvement of agriculture.

Mr. TRIBBLE. That is for farm demonstration?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Farm demonstration and farm manage-
ment. There is some difference between farm demonstration
and farm management, but although I have heard that differ-
ence described a number of times, I admit that for some reason
I have been unable to understand it. I think they are so similar
that one may be very properly taken for the other.

It has been said by presidents of agricultural colleges and the
representatives of those colleges that have appeared before the
Committee on Agriculture to urge appropriations of this kind
that there are now in the Department of Agriculture in this
city information and secrets of one kind and another, gained by
investigators, that if taken to the farmers of this country and
put up to them in such a way as to make it available agricul-
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ture will be revolutionized. We are met with the statement
that the department is doing something to get this information
to the people, and it is insisted that the information has been
made available. We are peinted to the fact that bulletins cover-
ing these different matters have been issued and that the de-
partment is sending out men to take part in institutes and to
lecture to the people, disclosing the secrets and informatien that
the Government has gathered at great expense.

But you know, without being told by me, that these bulletins,
many of them, are over the heads of the ordinary farmer; that
he is unable to understand as he ought to understand the lec-

be brought to the farmers of this country in such a way that a
proper use can be made of it is to send the experts to the farmer
himself.

[The time of Mr. McLAaveaLIN having expired, at the request
of Mr. Kexparr, and by unanimous consent, he was given five
minutes more.]

The only way by which the information ean be taken to the
farmers so that they can make proper use of it is by the expert
going directly to the farmers themselves, and, as has been done
in some parts of the country, teaching them befter cultural
methods and better farm management.

The Department of Agriculture has issued a map showing
where its agents are located, many of them doing this very
work. I would ask the attention of this committee to that map.
It will be seen that the work is done largely in the States in
the South, where it has been found mere neeessary, perhaps,

than in the North, on account of the ravages of the boll weevil. |

I would not say one word against the necessity of that work or
the character of the werk. It has been necessary, it has been
well done, it ought to be continued, and the appropriation pro-
viding for it, if changed at all, should be increased.

I do not call attention to the map for the purpose of discredit» !

ing or in any way reflecting mmkindly on the work that is being
done in the South or upon the discretion of the Seeretary of

Agriculture in sending so many and sueh a large proportion ef |

his men to the South. For instance, in South Carolina, as I
count the number of men as indicated on the map, there are
more than 40 agents and representatives of the Bureau of Plant
Industry instructing the people in farm management and farm
demonstration. In Virginia there are about 35, in North Caro-
lina 35, in Georgia 55, in Alabama 56, in Mississippi 50, and in:

Texas 100. In the State of New York there are 3, and New jthat. the State of Texas Is pa $50,000, A $40.000, the

York is a great agricultural State. When we read the story of
agriculture as it is and has been carried en in the State of New
York we are impressed with one feature, one chapter, which
tells of deserted farms. Evidently there is need there of as-
sistance and teaching in farm managemenf. In the State of
Pennsylvania there is T agent of this bureau. In the State of
Ohio there are 2, in Indiana none, in the State of Illinois 2, and
in the State of Michigan 1. And I may say that when I went.
a short time ago, to the chief of the burean and asked for men
to go into my State of Michigan to carry on this kind of work
he said that there was a lack of money and it was very doubtful
if we would be able to do anything along that line. The com-
mittee has of its own accord increased this appropriation about
$42,000, as I remember the figures, but the chief of the bureaun
tells me that that will pay the expenses of only 14 men, because
the expense of each man is about $3,000, and that he has hun-
dreds and hundreds of requests from different parts of the coun-
try. When he seatters those 14 men who would be added to the
number over the entire United States, if he puts them all in the
North, it will be seen that we will not then have anything like
our fair proportion.

I will continue to read the allotment to the States of the
North. In Wisconsin there are 2; Minnesota, 1; Missouri, 2;
New Jersey, 1; Towa, 2; Kansas, 4 Nebraska, 3; and Saine, 1.
That is as far as I have gone, Mr Chairman, in looking over
this map and counting the number of stations that the depart-
ment has located in States of the North.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yxe!d"

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Certainly.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman stated that the cost of these
men is about $3,000 per man, but he has already enumerated
enough men to more than make it at the rate of $1,000 per
man. According to the appropriation, there is only $142,000
appropriated, and the gentleman has enumerated 55 men in one
State alone,

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Many of these men are paid out of the
appropriation made by the next paragraph, at the top of page
22, for the study and demonstration of the best method of
meeting the ravages of the cotton bell weevil.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the geutleman has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the time of the gentleman from Michigan may be extended for

five minutes.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, we will never get through if we
keep on at this rate.

Mr. MANN. Oh, the agricultural bill is taking no longer thls
¥year than it has always done.

Mr. LAMB. I do not know about that.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illineis asks unani-
mous consent that the time of the gentleman from Michigan be

; L -extended for five minutes. Is there objection?
tures given by these experts, and the only way information ean |

There was no objection.
Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, many of the men in the
South—and I was about to say all of them, but I am not sure

| of that—are paid wholly or in part out of the appropriation for

the study and demonstration of the best methods of meeting
the ravages of the cotton boll weevil, for which there is car-

'ried In this bill the sum of $332,960.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. The gentleman mentions
salaries that are paid to the 50 men in one State and the hun-
dred in another, and so forth. Are those salaries entirely paid

by the Federal Government, or is it not a fact that a number of

those men have their salary supplemented by the localities and

 the General Education Board?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. That is true in some cases. A part of
the salary of these men is paid, as the gentleman from Missis—

. sippi says, in that way.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. And the genlleman does
not mean that each man costs the Government of the United
States $3,0007

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. It is about $3,000 a year for salary,
traveling, and ether expenses of the representative.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippl. I know in my own State
it is gunite general that the counties employ men and as a rule
pay half and semetimes three-fourths of the salary, the other
being supplemented either by the fund provided by the General

. Education Board or by the Geovernment.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Yes.
Mr. WICKLIFFE. I would like to state in that connection

State of Alabama $34,000, and other States various other

- amounts whieh I will not enumerate, making a total sum,

which, together with the funds from other sources, amounts to
practieally the same as the amount appropriated by the Na-
tional Government in the next paragraph, and my colleague on
the epmmittee, the gentleman from Seuth Carolina [Mr. Lever],
says amounts to a thousand dollars more. I am referring to

| the next paragraph respecting the boll weevil, since the gentle-

man has gone into it.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, it is trune——

Mr. HAUGEN. What did I understand the gentleman to say
the amount expended in Texas was?

Mr. WICKLIFFE. Now $50,000; $46,000, I think, last year.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Many of the States of the South have
contributed, as the gentleman from Louisiana says; but, not-
withstanding that, a very large part of these appropriations is
used in the South. Now, I have said I would not refuse that
money, but if I were to make any change in the appropriation
I would increase it so that the splendid work carried on in the
South might be continued and even extended. When we learm
of the development in the South—the wonderful results, entirely
satisfactory—it justifies this Congress in the appropriations it
has made, and I wish to have it distinetly understood that I
would not cast a reflection upon the bureaun for spending money
in that way nor upen gentlemen upon this floor who have asked
for the use of money for that purpose. I am simply asking for
an increase of appropriation so that some other section of the
couniry, needing it almost as badly, may have more of the work
done there. As an illustration of the need of this work in the
States of the North I want to tell you a little story that was
told before our committee by the dean of the agricultural depart-
ment of the University of Wisconsin, which he received from
Prof. Hopkins, professor of soils in the department of agricul-
ture of the University of Illinois. I had read it in Prof. Hop-
kins's book, “ The Story of the Seil,” but did not know until
Dean Russell repeated it that it was an actual fact. I thought
it was simply a story. The soil department of the university
sent experts info a pertion of Illinois to make experiments and
to give demonsfrations. The werk accomplished was ywonder-
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ful, and Prof. Hopkins tells about an old gentleman who came
with his family——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again
expired.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has had 15 min-
utes, and I insist now that the time is passing; and I want to
be frank—— .

Severarn MemBers. Let him finish his story.

Mr. LAMB. If you keep on this way, with blue Monday and
holy Wednesday and pension Friday, we will be here the Fourth
of July about these measures unless we get along a little faster.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman will not make any time by cut-
ting off gentlemen who have a right to talk.

Mr. LAMB. The Chair stated that the gentleman’s time had
expired.

Mr. MANN. I know, but gentlemen who really have some-
thing to say should have an opportunity to say it, or I shall
ingist upon a quorum being present.

Mr. LAMB. I will let him finish his story. Of course, it is
very interesting; I have heard it before. I will be glad to have
my colleague finish his story. S

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr., AKIN of New York. Mr. Chairman, reserving my right
to object, I want to say that the gentleman has had 15 minutes
to make a speech here. I only had 10 minutes the other day
and did not finish my speech. Now, if he is going to continue
in this way, I shall have to object. [Cries of “ Too late!"]

Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. LAMB. I hope my friend from New York will withdraw
his objection.

Mr. AKIN of New York. Well, I will withdraw the objec-
tion.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Prof. Hopkins told us the result of con-
ducting experiments—I believe it was in the growing of oats—
of a certain treatment of the soil that produced a magnificent
crop, ‘whereas upon adjoining and near-by farms the yleld had
been insignificant. He called about him the people of that sec-
tion of the country to see what he had done. One old gentleman
came with the members of his family. Upon their faces and
upon their persons there appeared the marks of labor and of
poverty. The old gentleman, when he saw what had been ac-
complished, broke down and said, “Why could not I have known
this 20 years ago. I have the same kind of soil, and if I had
only known how to freat the soil it would not have been neces-
sary for me to bring my family up in poverty and ignorance.”
The professor said to him, “Why, you did have opportunity to
know it: the department has issued bulletins; it has conducted
institutes around here,” and the old gentleman said, “I never
could understand the bulletins, and when I attended the insti-
tutes I could not fully understand the lectures.”

Now, I will say, Mr. Chairman, that unless this appropriation
is inereased, unless something is done to carry to the people of
this country the information the scientists and the skilled men
of the department have been gathering for years, the money we
have already expended will be wasted and lost to the people of
this country.

I will not further trespass upon the time of the committee.
I thank you for the extension.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I want to make a plain state-
ment about this mdtter and then ask my acting assistant—ad-
jutant general here [Mr. LevEr]—whom I have requested particu-
larly to study the plant-industry part of this appropriation bill,
to answer my friend from Michigan.

My colleague [Mr, McLaveHLIN] was on this subcommittee
that made up this bill. He was also on the committee, of course,
when it was being considered. We discussed this matter in all
of its phases, and I regret exceedingly that he felt constrained
to come here and offer an increase of this appropriation, which,
by the way, is about the only large increase that we made in
thiese estimates. And we did it for the reason that has been
stated in part by my friend, namely, that we thought our
brothers in the Central West and the abandoned farms in New
York, as reported to us, should have some of the benefits that
have accrued to the South from demonstration farm work dur-
ing the inroads of the boll weevil and the appropriation-of
$300,000, or thereabouts, for the extermination of that pest.

We questioned Dr. Galloway; but I am not going to trespass
upon what my friend is prepared to say on this question. I am
sure you will consider this amount as fully satisfactory to the
department. One word more before I close, and I wish to say
that the good story related by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. McLAvGHLIN] suggests this thought. If you increase these
appropriations you will thereby weaken the reasons given so
strongly before our committee for an appropriation under what
is known as the Lever bill. There are 16 of those bills before
our committee. During the hearings on the Lever bill we had

many fine addresses, which have been referred to—this story
being in one of them—and I suggest to you, when the hearings
are printed, fo read them as an intellectual entertainment, for
they will entertain you and furnish you with information at
the same time. This Lever bill will give you exactly what you
are asking to be done under this increase.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMB. I have not time in which to yield now.

The gentleman from South Carolina, my assistant adjutant
general, will have more time and will reply to you. [Laughter.]
This Lever bill, so called, I claim is the grandchild of the old
Davis bill. The Page bill, which you have heard about over in
the Senate, is really the child of the Davis bill, and I think in
some respects will be better than its father, and I think the
grandehild will be better than the child or its grandparent.
The only reason, in my judgment, why it may not be passed at
this session of Congress is because the revenues are behind
the receipts from the customs duties by which we raise money,
and through unconscious sources of taxation, I may say. Every
increase you may make in this item weakens the force of the
argument for the Lever bill.

Now, I yield to my friend.

Mr. STONE. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. StoxE]
offers a substitute, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 21, lines 25 and 26, strike out the words “ one hundred and
elghtg-six thousand and twenty” and insert the words * two hundred
and fifty-one thousand.”

Mr. STONE. Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of an increased
appropriation for this work. I think it is well understood, and
the need of the extension of it is very easily discerned. I will
merely state that during the last summer throughout the North-
ern States the farmers’ institutes in the various counties and
States passed resolutions calling upon Congress to extend this
very work, so that the northern farmer could have the benefit of
it the same as the southern farmer has at the present time.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike
out the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The debate is not exhausted. The gentle-
man can speak in opposition if he wishes.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I desire five min-
utes in which to speak for the amendment. Mr. Chairman, this
is a very important matter not only to the farmers all over the
country, but especially to the farmers in that State which has
not the honor of having a member on the Agricultural Com-
mittee. And we are berated here now because of the fact that
we did not appear before this committee and call attention to
many of the things which have been brought forward. That is
unfair, because a lot of us would like to have been upon or
before that committee, but we could not be there. In the first
place, this boll weevil has stricken the South pretty nearly co-
incident to a time when an evil disposition has struck it, because
it has taken all of this pork barrel, apparently.

We have none of it in Colorado, a section where we need the
most of it. We have an agricultural station there, maintained
solely by the State, the State going to the entire expense, and
we having no aid whatever from the Federal Government other
than from the two agricultural stations which are located there,
to which the farmer must go a long way for information.

As the gentleman from Michigan says, these bulletins fall
too high above the heads of the ordinary farmer or else he has
not the time to study them. We have the institutes of our
agricultural colleges traveling all the time over the State, doing
all they can, but it is entirely at the expense of the State of
Colorado.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado yield
to the gentleman from Louisiana?

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Certainly.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. The gentleman stated that Colorado was
getting mothing, I take the broad ground that this bill is abso-
lutely nonsectional. Take, for instance, the State of Colorado.
Here is an item carried in the bill of $69,000 for investigations
connected with the utilization of lands reclaimed under the
reclamation act and other areas in the arid and semiarid
regions. Now, I do not mean, of course, to say that this is all
for Colorado, but some of it, possibly a great deal of it, may be
expended there or for the interest of that State; but I do hope
the gentleman did not try to create the impression that this
is a sectional bill. It is not sectional in any sense.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I did not mean it in that sense,
and I beg the gentleman’s pardon if he so understood me.

Mr. RAKER. What did the gentleman mean by the remark
that only those Members who are on the committee have inves-
tigations made in their States?

¢
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Mr. RUCKER of Colorade. I do not know what I said to
mislead the gentleman, but I did not say anything like that.

Mr. RAKER. I understood the gentleman to say that only
members of the Committee on Agriculture had appropriations
made for investigations in their State.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. The gentleman misunderstood me
altogether. It is unfortunate, It may be merely an unfortunate
fact for the South that the South needed most of this money,
I am not complaining of that; but I am complaining of the
fact that we have not got enough in this appropriation to go
all around, and that we need some of it in Colorado.

Now, for an illustration. For the last 30 years there have
been periods when certain sections of that country were aban-
doned by the people who have gone there and undertaken, by the
usual methods, to make a living en the land—abandoned because
of the fact that they had not been educated up to the latest
mode of farming these lands, namely, the Campbell system of
soil culture, and it is upon that line that the State of Colorado
is doing so much for the education of the people. It simply
needs some more assistance, and that can only be had from
the Federal Government. I am in favor of this amendment.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I am heartily in favor of this
amendment. I want to say, in favoring it, that I do not think
this bill is sectional, or that anyone believes that it is. The
statements that have been made by the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. McLaveHIan] and by others are not made, in my
judgment, in the spirit of criticism. So far as I am concerned,
I am not finding fault with the gentlemen from the South be-
cause they have a large number of stations. I think it indi-
cates commendable activity on their part. For example, as
shown by thiz map, South Carolina has 41, Georgia has 60,
Alabama has 64, Texas, 106, and so on. Among the northern
States Pennsylvania has 15, Ohio 10, Wisconsin 8, and so forth.
I am speaking of all the different establishments of the De-
pariment of Agriculture.

Now, that is perfectly natural, and we are asking for the
same privilege for the northern States. These men that work
in this demonstration work under the supervision of the Bureau
of Farm Management are the ones that bring practical things
home to the farmers. They are not talking about the technical
details of the chemistry of soils, or the fine points of the fer-
tilization of plants, but they talk about the practical things that
the farmer wants to know. They come to the farmer and find
out, for example, that he is not making the profits he ought to
make on his farm; that the work is not being ecarried on
economieally. They study the farm as a whole. They take
into consideration what problems are involved. They bring the
technical information of the Departinent of Agriculture right
home to the farmer, and in such a way that he will be able
to nse it

Now, it must be perfectly obvious to gentlemen that, in order
to do that it is not possible for one man to cover three or four
States with his activities.

It is shown here in the hearings, for example, that one man
has three States—Washington, Idaho, and Oregon. He states
here in the hearings that he has been in this position for the
past seven years and hag not been able to go over all the terri-
tory once. Now, when we understand that the work of the
burean is largely personal work, it must be perfectly obvious to
gentlemen, particularly those who are acquainted with the work
of the department so far as it relates to the boll weeyil, that if
this work is to amount to anything it must be brought directly
Eomt:le farmer. You can not do anything with one man for three

es,

It has been suggested here that the States ought to ecoperate.
The Southern States are cooperating, and I commend them for
it. I am not finding fault or complaining about anything here,
except that we want the same help that is now being given to
the Southern States——

Mr, MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly.

Mr. MANN. Is there any reason why the very wealthy State
of Ohio, and the State of Illinois, and other Northern States,
which have experimental stations of their own, should not carry
on this work, if it is so desirable?

Mr. WILLIS. Not at all.

Mr. MANN. Why do they not do it, instead of asking the
Government to foot the bills?

Mr. WILLIS. They are doing it. If the gentleman will read
the hearings at page 58 he will find, for example, just exactly
what the State of Ohlo is doing.

Mr. MANN, I say, why do they not do it, instead of asking
the General Government to foot the bills? They have the
money and the men.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. WILLIS. I ask for a minute or two more,

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous
consent to proceed for two minutes, Is there objection?

‘There was no objection.

My, WILLIS. In response to the inquiry of the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Maxx], I want to say that the State of Ohio
is cooperating in that work. She has appropriated $30,000, as
different States in the South have done, and, in my judgment,
that is perfectly proper and reasonable. It is a perfectly proper
activity of the Government, and we are simply asking in behalf
of the farming interests of the Northern States that the same
system that has been wisely and properly applied in the study of
conditions in the South shall be applied in the North. For ex-
ample, I have made a little computation here. The great State
of Michigan does not have a single establishment or location of
the Bureau of Plant Industry under this bill. Ohie has 2; Penn-
sylvania has 1; South Carolina has 40; Indiana has none; Illi-
nois has 2; Iowa has 2; Alabama has 54; Minnesota has 1;
Nebraska has 5: Mississippi has 46 ; Kansas has 5; Colorado not
a single one. I am not complaining about that. I think it is
perfectly proper that these locations should have been made in
the States where they have been made, but I am asking that the
same sort of service be extended to the farmérs in the Northern
States that is already extended to the farmers in the Southern
States, ‘

Mr. LAMB. I move that all debate on this paragraph and
amendments thereto close in 20 minutes.

Mr. HEFLIN. Make it five minutes.

Mr. LAMB. I think 20 minutes is about right.

Mr. HEFLIN. We have already consumed about 45 minutes,
I think.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia moves that
all debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto close
in 20 minutes.

The question being taken, the motion was agreed to.

Mr. LEVER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to oppose both the
amendments—the one offered by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. McLaveHLIN] and the one offered by the gentleman from
Tllinois [Mr. STONE].

I desire to call the attention of this committee to a few
facts and a few misunderstandings in connection with this item
in the bill.

In the first place, the Secretary of Agriculture recommended
to the Agricultural Committee that we should increase this
appropriation $50,000. The Committee on Agriculfure have in-
creased this item $50,000.

A Democratic committee has taken the recommendation of
a TRepublican President and written it into this bill. We
have given every dollar asked by the department for this
work, and it does seem to me that this ought to be a fact
which should have some weight with genitlemen on this side
of the aisle at least, if not on the other side. I would not
have this debate take either a political or a sectional turn; on
the contrary, I am perfectly willing to debate it on its merits.

Mr. ELLERBE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVER. Yes. .

Mr. ELLERBE. 1 do not want to disturb the gentleman, but
T want to ask him this question: I am disposed to vote for this
amendment, because I am a great believer in this work. I think
these people have a right to share in that work, and I want fo
agk my colleague and friend if he thinks $180,000 is all the
money that can be profitably expended for this work this next
year?

Mr. LEVER. My colleagne is a gentleman who always goes
to the foundation of any proposition, and has done so in this,
and I am exceedingly glad he asked me that question. T do not
propose to answer him in my own language, but in the langnage
of Dr. Galloway, the chief of the bureau, who handles this
work and ought to know what he is talking about. Here is his
language:

Mr. Lever. Assuming that the committee allows this increase you ask
here for farm management, how many men would you likely employ
with that money; how Btates would you mac:h?y

Dr. GALLowaY. We would probably simply inecrease our present force
in nearly all of the Northern States. YWhat we need now, however, is
not a large number of inex| enced men, but we need some good lead-
ers to o and direct

In that connectign let me say to gentlemen on both sides that
while the farm-management work does relate to farm-demon-
stration work, nevertheless it is as different from it as day is
gﬁom night, and Dr. Galloway says so by inference and spe-

cally.

Mr. LEGARE, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVER. Certainly.

Mr. LEGARE. How will the men ever become experienced if
you do not employ them at some time?

Mr. LEVER. Let me say to my colleague that he overlooks
this fact: That every State in this Union has an agrieultural
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college and every State has an agricultural experimental sta-
tion from which hundreds and thousands of boys are going out
each year, and these are the men that ought to be the leaders
of the community and onght to take up this line of work and
will do it when they are available.

Mr. TRIBBLE., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVERR. I will yield to the gentleman in a minute or
two. Now, Dr. Galloway, continuing, says:

I do not ece where the country could F:t men to carry out some of
the projects that have been proposed, uniess they are organized on the
pasis of the work in the South.

The CmAirMAN. That would argue that this work is proposed to be
advanced further_ than {ou have men suitable {o earry it on,

Dr. Garrowar. I think we could get, with this amount of money,
enough men. If very large sums were appropriated, you would have to
put inexperienced men in the country to tell the farmers what to do,
and you would probably have a waste of money,

Is that the statement of the chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture? Is it the statement of the gentleman from South
Carolina? No; it is the statement of Dr. Galloway, the man
who made the recommendation and the man who is to spend
the money—the man who has charge of the work—and his state-
ment ought to be conelusive.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Will the gentleman yield now?

Mr. LEVER. I will yield to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. TRIBBLE. If there is not an agricultural college man in
my district in charge of demonstrative work, and yet these
demonstrators are capable, does not the gentleman’s argument
fail, and could not you get them from among the farmers?

Mr. LEVER. No. This is not the testimony of myself; it is
the testimony of experts and men who know something about
it; it is the testimony of men who have had experience.

Mr. TRIBBLE. The gentleman admits that the demon-
strators are doing good work?

Mr. LEVER. This is not demonstration work. Let me tell
the gentleman, and others who have got up a hullabaloo this
moerning on this proposition, that it is entirely different from the
kind of work you are talking about and have in mind.

Mr. LEGARE. This is demonstration farm work.

Mr. LEVER. Not at all; it is not demonstration farm work;
that is on the next page. . Now listen. Dr. Galloway says:

You understand that in this farm-management work the final aim is
not to reach the farmer through publication; the final aim is to reach
the farmer through direct touch with the farmer. But that touch should
be made in cooperation with the States, to the end of helping the indl-
vidunal farmer to readjust his entire scheme of farming operations, not
by going on to his farm and making a simple demonstration, but by
taking a farm, as a whole, and pointing out the ways in which he can
readjust the whole proposition. That is a slow process and a costl
process, and I think it ought to be done in the very closest touch wil.g
the States themselves. :

In another part of his testimony he said that it would take
$3,000,000 to do the work you gentlemen are talking about and
think you are going to do by this amendment.

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVER. Certainly.

Mr. TOWNER. I would like to ask the gentleman if it is
not true that this work which is now designated as farm man-
agement and farm practice would lead up almost directly to
the work contemplated and referred to by the chairman of the
committee in the Lever bill?

Mr. LEVER. Let me say that eventually I think that is true.

Mr. TOWNER. Then, will the gentleman allow me to follow
that will another question? Does he not, then, think it would
be to the advantage of his own bill and to the advantage of the
whole country that this appropriation be so increased that these
experienced men can be made available when they will be most
needed under the operations of his own bill?

Mr. LEVER. The gentleman from Iowa fails to take into
consideration the fact that we are increasing this item $50,000
in this bill. Let me say one word further, and these interrup-
tions break the continuity of the argument, that this is not
demonstration work, this is not the work that we have in the
South, this is not taking up a few more than ordinarily intelli-
gent farmers and having them go around and visit the various
farms, giving the people a few of the fundamentals of agricul-
ture. Thisisnot that work atall. The Secretary of Agriculture
in his report says that this important work will be carried on
under four heads—studies of farm practice, gost or accounting
and farm records, farm equipment, farm problems or extension
work. They are taking a man and putting him in an area of
100 miles, perhaps, and telling him to study all of the various
farms in that 100-mile area, and then come back to Washington
and from his study of the various types of farms he has visited
and studied, work out what in his mind is the best type of farm
for that area over which he has traveled, and then give to
those people the benefit of his judgment on that proposition.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South
Carolina has again expired.

Mr, WICKLIFFE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman have five minutes more. :

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, that would leave only
five minutes in which to reply to the gentleman.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. Already far more time has been consumed
on the other side of this proposition.

Mr, McLAUGHLIN. Is that true, Mr. Chairman, that that
would leave only five minutes?

The C . The committee has adopted a resolution
limiting debate on this propesition to 20 minutes. Ten minutes
of that time has been already consumed.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. T trust the gentleman will not take all_
of the time, because there is some of his statement that we
would like to throw some light upon.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. The gentleman from South Carolina, of
course, would speak now by unanimous consent. Practically all
of the discussion has been upon the other side, .

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. I do not object. I want the gentlema
to have all of the time he desires, but we would like to have a
little time in which to reply.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, LEVER. Mr. Chairman, going on with my statement, I
want to make this distinction between the farm management
work carried in this item and the farm demonstration work
carried in the next item. The demonstration idea is built upon
the idea that the Department of Agriculture through its agents
carries to the farmer, onto his farm, the simple proposition of
better agriculture as it is practiced in the community, while on
the other hand, and it is a very vital distinction, the idea of
the department under the item proposed to be amended is that
its experts shall go out among the farmers and on the farms and
there make investigations, gathering together data from which
it is proposed to evolve a system or type of agriculture which
can be spread broadeast over the country, probably by the
demonstration method. In other words, one is a demonstration
proposition and the other is an investigational and scientific
proposition. The one kind of work ean be bulilt up in a short
time, the other must of necessity go slowly. The chief of the
bureau in charge of this work tells you in as plain language as
he can tell you that he can not use more than he has asked for.

Mr. LEGARE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVER. Yes.

Mr. LEGARE. Is it not true that they are doing this farm
demonstration work, under the clause at the head of page 22,
for the study and demonstration of the best methods of meet-
ing the ravages of the cotton boll weevil.

Mr. LEVER. I have already said that, but it is demonstra-
tion and not farm management work. The two are as distinet
as is investigation from an expert point of view from demon-
stration from a practice point of view. -

Mr. LEGARE. If they can do it under that clause. why
can they not do it under the clause providing for investigating
and encouraging the adoption of improved methods of farm
management and farm practice?

Mr. LEVER. Because one is demonstration, that which we
of the South get, and the other is farm management, which the
Secretary of Agriculture and those in charge say is quite
another thing.

Mr. LEGARE. In ether words, it is left to the department
to put the construction they choose upon the language.

Mr. LEVER. No; the language itself controls. One is farm
management and the other is demonstration.

A great deal has been said about the location of stations, as
they are called, as appearing in this map. There is nothing to
that. These men here indicated by these little round marks on
the map, are men who are receiying, perhaps, a salary of $50
a month or $60 a month, for a period of from six to seven
months in the year.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVER. Yes.

Mr. WILLIS. I understood the gentleman to say that there
was somewhere else in this bill a provision for the extension of
this demonstration work. Where is the provision that would
permit that extension as to the agricultural districts of the
North?

Mr. LEVER. Well, I do not think I said that; if I did, I
did not intend to say it.

- Mr. WILLIS. Then, as a matter of fact, it is not intended in
the provision to have this extension?

Mr. LEVER. I will say to my friend from Ohio I have in-
troduced a bill which will cover, in a very general way, this
proposition. Now, I want to say as to this southern proposi-

tion that the States of the South a few years ago were put up
against the greatest emergency, in many respects, with which
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this country has ever been threatened—the ravages of the boll
weevil. We did not come to Congress as a section of thig country
begging Congress to help us. We came here and appealed to a
broader, bigger sentiment. We said this is a national problem;
it is bigger than the South; it is bigger than Texas; it is bigger
than South Carolina; and every interest and industry, every
man, woman, and child in this country is vitally interested in
the guestion as to the continuance of the growth of cotton.
Congress took the national view of it and made these appro-
priations, the total amount of which in this bill is $332,000 in
round numbers for this year. Now, look at what the States
are doing, gentlemen. We of the South have recognized the
enormous importance of this proposition, and we are appropri-
ating this year from all sources $203,226.50, and that, added to
the $130,000 which we are getting from the edueational board,
makes $333,000, or $1,000 more than the Federal Government is
appropriating. Now, one word further,

Mr. WILLIS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVER. Just let me complete this statement. If you
will add up the number of these stations to which reference has
been made in the South, the South Atlantic, and Southwestern
States, you will find 1,619 of them, dividing that by 2, for we are
furnishing half the money, you get 809, less than any other sec-
tion of the country, according to the map. I hope, Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment will be voted down, because the depart-
ment says it does not want and can not use the money to ad-
vantage. It is a good work, but we must let it grow gradually
and in keeping with the recommemlations of the men who are
to expend it.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word; the time has not expired yet.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman—

Mr. WICKLIFFE. I ask for 2 minutes.

Mr. MANN. Are not gerrtlemen on this side entitled to be
heard?

Mr. WICKLIFFE. I will say far more time has been con-
sumed on the other side than on this side.

Mr. MANN. But where a committee limits debate to 20
minutes, can gentlemen on one side occupy all the time?

Mr, WICKLIFFE. I only ask for 2 minutes.

Mr. MANN. That makes no difference; where the committee
fixes debate at 20 minutes, can one side of the proposition
occupy it all?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair knows no rule governing—

Mr. MANN. I would like to inquire how much time is left?

The CHAIRMAN. A division of time is not made by the
resolution, and the Chair must recognize gentlemen as they
rise.

Mr. MANN. I know; but it is customary for the Chair,
wtl]:\]ere debate is limited, to recognize first one side and then the
other,

Mr. WICKLIFFE. How much time remains, Mr, Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Five minutes.

Mr. WICKLIFFE, I will only consume 2 minutes, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr, HAUGEN. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the time be extended 2 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks that the
gentleman from Louisiana may proceed for 2 minutes. Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. WICKLIFI'E. Mr. Chairman, practically the sole pur-
posge I have in rising here is fo remove, if possible, any impres-
sion whatsoever that may prevail here—though I believe it
does not to any great extent—that this is a sectional bill. I
take exception to the remarks made by the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. McLAaveHLIN], and also by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Wrirris], not charging directly that this bill is sec-
tional, but subtly—in a manner by innuendo—indicating that
it may be. I want to say now that if there is one committee
above all others in the House of Representatives that has no
polities in it, it is the Committee on Agriculture. [Applause.]
When it comes to the matter of what is necessary for the
farmers of this country we do not stop to ask whether it is
the “foot-and-mouth disease” in Pennsylvania or New York,
or whether it is the boll weevil in the South, or whether it is
the gypsy and brown-tail moth in New England, or something
in the West. We simply ask the question, Is it fair, just, and
necessary? Have we the power to do it? And when the an-
swers are affirmative fo these questions we do it. Now, for in-
stance, right here, if we want to balance things up.

I deprecate any such thing; I deprecate such a comparison.
I do not propose to balance things up, and you should not do it.
It is not fair, it is not just, it is not a just argument; but since
you offer it let me call attention to the fact that the gypsy
moth and the brown-tailed moth are confined to the States of
New Englapd, and those States are getting almost, if not en-

tirely, as much in this very measure as is the item for the boll
weevil in the South. But I do not want for a moment to make
such a comparison, because I think it is invidious.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN, Mr. Chairman, I am sorry the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr, WickriFre] has put the construction
which he bhas on my remarks. There is nothing sectional in
the bill, and there is no disposition to draw sectional lines by
any member of the committee, nor have I heard any suggestion
of it on this side of the House. We have simply been im-
pressed with the value of the work done in the South, and we
would like to have similar work carried on in the North.

Now, as to the difference between farm management and
farm demonstration. I attempted to explain when I had the
floor before that there are two departments of this work, and
that there is some difference. But I wish to confess again
that I have never been able to distinguish between them. I
have asked gentlemen connected with the Department of Agri-
culture to explain to me the difference between farm manage-
ment and farm demonstration, but, it may be my fault, I have
never been able to understand their explanation. And I sub-
mit that the remarks made by the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Lever], whereby he undertakes to make this explana-
tion and explain the difference between them, are confused, as
are the statements that have heretofore been made to me, so far
as they are really pertinent; and I suggest, without intending
any reflection upon him, that he has made some misstatements,
growing out of a misunderstanding himself as to what farm
demonstration and farm management are.

Just another point, and I have finished—as to the supply of
men that the department has and its ability to use this money.
I went to the Chief of the Bureau of Plant Industry at his
own invitation to talk about work in Michigan, and we ecan-
vassed the situation. He told me that he had the men and
could send them there, but that they did not have money with
which to do it. I said to him, * We are going to increase that
appropriation $44,000." *Yes,” he said, “but that will employ
only 14 men, or about that, because the expense of each one is
about $3,000, and there are so many applications—hundreds of
them from all parts of the country—it will be impossible for me,
out of that appropriation, to satisfy your request for work in
Michigan.”

Mr. LEVER. But the gentleman will admit that I quoted
Dr. Galloway from the hearings correctly.

Mr, WILLIS. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN, I do.

Mr. WILLIS. The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr,
Lever] said a moment ago that there is a vast difference be-
tween farm management and farm demonstration. If so, I will
ask the gentleman from Michigan if there is anything that will
permit the extension of this demonstration work in the North?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN, That raises the question that I brought
up in the committee, when I questioned Secretary Wilson and
Dr. Galloway, the Chief of the Bureau of Plant Industry. I
learned that under that appropriation to meet the ravages of
the boll weevil, thousands of miles away from where the boll
weevil is, but in anticipation of its coming, the Bureau of Plant
Industry had been teaching the people not how to combat the
boll weevil—

Mr. LAMB. Will my friend yield?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Justa moment. Was teaching the people
not how to combat the boll weevil directly, but teaching them
diversified agriculture, teaching them to raise corn and pota-
toes, hogs and cattle, to change their farm work entirely.
Really, the bureau has made suggestions to them as to farm
management which these gentlemen say is improper under this
appropriation. Now, I submit that wonderful work has been
done, and I approve it. I am not making any reflection upon it.

Mr. LAMB. I know that my friend and colleague is bound
to admit that that comes out of another appropriation, namely,
for educational work.

MY. McLAUGHLIN. I have only a short time, and I am not
making a misstatement. I wish this House to understand that
the Department of Agriculture, out of this appropriation for
meeting the ravages of the boll weevil, is teaching the people
to raise corn and potatoes and stock, and we want to have the
same kind of work done in the North.

Mr. LAMB. I ask for a vote, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. STONE].

Mr. RAKER. - What has become of the substitute?

The CHAIRMAN. The substitute is accepted and becomes
the amendment. The question is on tke amendment offered hy
the gentleman from Illinois.
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Mr. LAMB. Mr, Chairman, let the amendment be read.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will again report the amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 21, lines 25 and 26, strike out the words “ one hundred and
eighty-six thousand and twenty dollars® and insert the words “ two
hundred and fifty-one thousand dellars.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment,

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. LAMB. A division, Mr, Chairman.

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 83, noes 24.

Mr. LEVER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to hear the result
of the vote on the question.

The CHAIRMAN. The ayes are 83 and the noes are 24.

Mr, MANN. Mr. Chairman, the amendment has not been dis-
posed of yet.

The CHAIRMAN. The substitute of the gentleman from Illi-
nois is accepted by the maker of the original amendment.

Mr. MANN. But he can not accept the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. He can by unanimous consent, Therefore
the question is upon the amendment as amended.

The question was taken, and the amendment as amended was
agreed to.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment which I
send to the Clerk’'s desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER].

The Clerk read as follows:

For the investigation and improvement of r-producing plants,
including their utillzation and culture, In the Rio Grande River, £5,000.

Mr. MANN, AMr, Chairman, I reserve a point of order on the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is reserved.

Mr. GARNER. Mr, Chairman, the Clerk did not report the
amendment correctly, as I wrote it. It is not the “ Rio Grande
River,” but the “ Rio Grande Valley.” I do not know whether
it looks like Rio Grande River or not. I would like to have the
Clerk report the amendment again.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

For the investigation and improvement of m(fnr-%l;oducmg
including their utilization and culture, in the Rio Grande Valley,

Mr. LAMB. I make a point of order on that.

Mr. GARNER. I would like to be heard, Mr, Chairman.

Mr, LAMB, I reserve if, then.

Mr. GARNER., Mr, Chairman, this is exactly the language
of a paragraph in lines 18, 19, and 20, on the same page, with
the exception of the words “ Rio Grande Valley ” included.

I am not an expert on the rules of the House or the rules that
govern this committee, but if the first paragraph is in accord
with the rules of this committee, then it does seem to me that
a point of order would not be good as against the paragraph
that I have offered. The language is identical, as I say, with
the language contained in lines 18, 19, and 20 on the same page,
with the exception of the three words “ Rio Grande Valley.”
I have not heard the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture
suggest to the Chair upon what he bases his point of order.

Mr. LAMB. I base it upon the ground that it changes the
law and makes entirely new conditions.

Mr. GARNER. I can not see the point, Mr., Chairman. The
g;int suggested by the chairman of the committee does not seem

me to be valid.

The CHAIRMAN. What is the point of order made by the
gentleman from Virginia?

Mr. LAMB. The point of order is that it is not germane to
jt::e paragraph, that it is new language, and that it changes the

W.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I wonld like to be heard a mo-
ment on the point of order, although I do not know I have any
opposition to the amendment.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] assumes thdt be-
cause he uses the same language that is already in the bill,
therefore the amendment is not subject to a point of order.
But the gentleman does not stop with the language that is in
the bill. We have the right to make an appropriation, under

e law creating the Department of Agriculture, to include the

vestigation and improvement of sugar-producing plants or
other plants. That law gives the Department of Agriculture
and the Secretary of Agriculture the power over the distribu-
‘tion of the funds, the say as to where those funds shall be
expended. Under the law creating the department the discre-
tion in reference to the expenditure of the fund, when appro-
Priated, is left in the Secretary of Agriculture,

lants,
5,000.

Now, the gentleman proposes to make an appropriation for a
particular territory. That removes the discretion of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture and compels him to expend money in a
particular section of the country where he would not be re-
quired to expend it under his discretionary authority if an
appropriation simply be made. It has been held time and
again that while an act may authorize Congress to make an
appropriation for a particular purpose, to be expended in the
discretion of the department, it may not segregate that item
and require its expenditure in a particular manner or in a
particular place.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, it occurs to me that if the
Congress has the right to make an appropriation and leave it
to the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture as to where
it shall be expended, It also has the right to give a specific
direction as to how it shall be expended. If the paragraph I
have referred to, contained in lines 18, 19, and 20, is not sub-
ject to a point of order and is authorized by law, it occurs to
me that the paragraph I have offered as an amendment is also
within the terms of the law. If you have a right to appro-
priate for a general purpose, you certainly have a right to
appropriate for and give a special direction as to how that
money shall be expended. At least that appears to me to be
very good logic. -

I understand that the only point made by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MANN] is that the law authorizes a general
appropriation, leaving it entirely discretionary with the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, but that same law does not authorize Con-
gress to make an appropriation and direct how it shall be
expended. It does not seem to me that that is good reasoning,
and I do not believe it is within good parliamentary practice.

Mr. LAMB. I ask for a ruling.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The Chair
is of the opinion that the investigation provided for comes
within the authorization of law creating the Department of
Agriculture, and is therefore not subject to a point of order
on that ground. :

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MaxN] makes the point
more specific in that this amendment confines the investigation
to a particular section of the country or a particular line of
investigation, and does away with the discretion which the
gentleman from Illinois says is by law vested in the Secretary
of Agricunlture. The Chair is unable to see that that goes to
the question of the authority of Congress to make the appro-
priation. It seems to the Chair that Congress has the power,
if it chooses, to limit the investigation to a particular seetion
of the country or a particular line, and that, the general aun-
thority being conceded, the special authority must also follow,
and that the amendment is not subject to the point of order.
The point of order is therefore overruled.

Mr. LAMB. I ask for a vote on the amendment.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, if I may have a moment of the
time of the committee, I belleve the committee will agree with
me that in my experience in this House I have not taken up a
great deal of the time either of the committee or of the House.

I am intensely interested in this amendment. On last Satur-
day and to-day I have tried to call attention to the fact that the
$30,000 appropriated for this purpose is expended in the Middle
'West. There is not a dollar of this money expended in experi-
ments with reference to the production of sugar in either
Louisiana or Texas, two States that produce the most sugar in
the United States. I submit that it is not fair, that it is not
right, that you should take the entire appropriation for sugar-
producing plants in this agricultural bill and apply that appro-
priation solely for the purpose of experimenting with the pro-
duction of sugar in the Middle West. I represent a district
wheré the experimenting in the way of producing sugar plants
in the last three years has been something phenomenal. Almost
every State in the Union and almost every man on the floor of
this House has a former constituent living in the Rio Grande
Valley who has purchased a small amount of land there for the
purpose of producing sugar or other products. It is nothing but
fair and just that some experiments should be made, that some
assistance should be given to these small farmers who are un-
dertaking an experiment under new climatic conditions, in a
new soil, under an irrigation system that they know nothing
about. 1t is nothing but fair and just that Congress should
supplement the fund that the Agricultural College of Texas and
the farmers themselves will subscribe in order to test the feasi-
bility, the advisability, and the profit with which they can pro-
duce sugar in that valley.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado.

Mr. GARNER. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Does the gentleman think that if
he gets the $5,000 appropriation to investigate the sugar plant-

Will the gentleman yleld?
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ing in his district it will square him with his constituents for
voting against a free-trade sugar bill that will absolutely kill
that industry?

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman from Colorado is in error.
He asks me if I think the appropriation to establish an experi-
mental station in that valley will square me for voting against
the free-sugar bill. So far as I have been able to learn, there
has been no bill considered by this House to put sngar on the
free list. There doubtless will be, and, unlike the gentleman
from Colorado, I propose, as one Democrat in the House whose
district is interested in the bill to be brought in, to follow my
party and vote for the bill. [Applause.] But that does not
keep me, Mr. Chairman, from insisting that that district have
fair play and a fair opportunity to demonstrate to the country
that it can produce sugar in the Rio Grande Valley in competi-
tion with the world. I do not know whether they can do it or
not; but I do know that this appropriation, together with the
appropriation we will get from the Agricultural College of
Texas, and the money subscribed by the small farmers, will
enable them to determine whether they can produce sugar in
that valley in competition with the world.

Mr. YOUNG of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARNER. Yes.

Mr. YOUNG of Kansas. Is the gentleman willing to vote for
an amendment for $5,000 to test the same question in every
other valley in the country?

Mr. GARNER, I am willing to vote for an amendment to
test it where you have gone in and invested an amount of
money that will compare with that invested in the business in
the Rio Grande Valley. There has been invested in that valley
between $30,000,000 and $40,000,000, and some of the men who
invested it came from the gentleman’s State. In the last fiscal
year they have expended some of this appropriation for the
purpose of experimenting in beet sugar in Kansas. Why should
the gentleman from Kansas, who has had some of this money
expended for the purpose of demonstrating the work in his
State, refuse to have the same work done in my State?

Mr. YOUNG of Kansas. I have not objected.

Mr. GARNER. The only States where the money has been
expended are Wisconsin, Colorado, Kansas, and Georgia. Why
ghould not the State of Texas, where millions of money have
been put into the sugar-producing project—more money than in
any. other portion of the United States—have this benefit?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take up the
- time of the committee, but I want to impress on the Members
of this House the importance of this amendment to the great
investments in the Rio Grande Valley. [Applause.]

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I offer the follow-
ing amendment: “And $5,000 be expended for a similar purpose
in the State of Colorado.”

Mr. LEVER. I shall offer an amendment that $5,000 be ex-
pended in the State of South Carolina for the same purpose.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado offers an
amendment to the amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend the amendment by adding the words “And §5,000 to be ex-
pended for a similar purpose in the State of Colorado.’

Mr. MANN. I reserve a point of order to that amendment.
I think I will make the point of order first and let it be disposed
of. While I think the Chair was entirely in error in ruling on
the point of order before, the Chair will readily see the difficulty
he has involved the committee in. While I think the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Colorado is subject to a
point of order, because it is not in order to amend one specific
proposition by adding another specific proposition, it would be
in order if the gentleman offered it as a separate paragraph. I
hope every Member in the House who has a district where they
produce sugar will take the opportunity to offer a new para-
graph, not only in this place, but other places in the bill, so that
they may have the chance to discuss the matter before the com-
mittee. The Chair having ruled that it is in order for any
Member to offer an amendment for the expenditure of money
authorized to be expended under the Department of Agrieulture
at a specific place, there is no limit to the number of amend-
ments which can be offered, because you can offer an amend-
ment to expend money at Gilman and at Oneida or some other
place, not even limiting it to the number of districts or the
States in the Union. I do not think that when an item is
offered for one specific place you can offer an amendment to it
for another specific place.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, T ask for a ruling.

" Alr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer a
substitute.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a ruling.

The CHATRMAN. The question before the House is the point
of order of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MaxnN] to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MAg-
TIN]. The Chair is prepared to rule. The Chair is still of the
opinion that the question of an appropriation containing a spe-
cific direction as to its expenditure is a question for the wisdom
of the House and not a queston involving the authority of the
House as a proposition of parliamentary law. It might appear
to the wisdom of the House that the investigation of sugar in a
certain section of the country was something which required
some sort of special appropriation different from that which
might be appropriated for some other section of the country.”
That is a question for the legislative discretion of Congress, and
not a question of parliamentary law.

Mr. MANN. But this is not a question of legislative discre-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN. What the Chair endeavored to state was -
that the question presented was one of legislative discretion, a
question the Chair would not pass upon.

But the amendment offered by the gentleman from Colorado
presents a further question, and is subject to a further point of
order of not being germane to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas. While any number of provisions might
be in order to a general paragraph, it does not at all follow
that they are germane to each other. It has been held, as the
Chair is advised, that a specific provision by amendment can not
be amended by another specific provision; that the one specific
provision is not germane to the other specific provision, although
each might be germane to the main proposition. Upon that the
Chair rules that the amendment of the gentleman from Colorado
is subject to the point of order, and the point of order is, there-
fore, sustained.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr, Chairman, I offer the follow-
ing amendment to the amendment of the gentleman from Texas:

And for the investigation, utilization, and cultivation, the sum of
$5,000, to be used in the Platt Valley, the headwaters of which are in
the State of Colorado.

Mr, LEVER. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
against that amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that offered as an amendment to the
amendment of the gentleman from Texas?

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I offer my amend-
ment as a substitute for the amendment of the gentleman from
Texas. I think it is in order as a substitute.

Mr. LEVER. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that
if the gentleman’s amendment is not in order as an amendment
is could not be in order as a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Then I desire to amend the
amendment of the gentleman from Texas by striking out the
words ““Rio Grande Valley” and inserting in lieu thereof the
words “ State of Colorado.”

Mr. LEVER. Mr, Chairman, I make the point of order
against that.

Mr, MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me
that if the committee can vote the sum of $5,000 to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to make beet-sugar experiments that it can
also name the place where the money is to be expended.

Mr. LEVER, Let me suggest to my friend from Colorado if
he desires to get this proposition through that he offer his
proposition as a separate paragraph, as did the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, T demand the regular order.

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order is the point of order of
the gentleman from South Carolina to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Colorado. As the Chair understands the
amendment, the gentleman proposes to strike out the words
“Rio Grande” and insert in lieu thereof the words “ State of
Colorado,” so that the amendment will then be a specific pro-
vision for the State of Colorado. The point of order is over-
ruled.

Mr. LEVER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be heard in opposi-
tion to the amendment. I stood here a moment ago, Mr. Chair-
man, and with as mueh power as I possessed fought the propo-
sition of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. McLavcHLIN] to
amend this bill, not because of special antagonism to it, but be-
cause it was not considered by the committee and not estimated
for by the department, and while I have a deep affection for
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GArNer] and for the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. MarTix], I wish to call the attention of the
committee to the situation into which we are getiing ourselves
in respect to this bill. Whether or not the Chair in ifs ruling a
moment ago be right or wrong, this is a practical proposition
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against which we are up, if you will permit that kind of an
expression. If the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GArNER], through
his genial personality and his influence on this side of the House,
and the other can vote into this bill this amendment, then the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MarTiN], equally affable and
always entertaining, can vote into it his amendment, and both
may be meritorious. Then I offered an amendment jocularly a
moment ago that $5,000 should be appropriated for this pur-
pose for South Carolina. We do not grow any sugar-preducing
stuff in South Carolina except a little old-fashioned sorghum.
But the gentleman from Kansas will have the right to offer an
amendment for his State; the genileman from Illinois an amend-
ment for his State; the gentleman from Louisiana an amendment
for his State; and my good friend from New York here, Dr.
Axix, an amendment for his State; the gentleman from Illinois,
the ex-Speaker of the House, an amendment for his State; and
when we get through with this bill, unless we take the bold po-
sition here of dealing with this thing regardless of personalities
or personal friendship, we will have it loaded down with amend-
ments affecting every district in the United States.

Mr. GARNER. I would like to ask the gentleman in making
the comparison to state any instance in the United States where
the amount of money expended in the way of the development
of the sugar industry of this couniry equals the Rio Grande
Valley; and it is unfair for the gentleman to make that compari-
gon when there is not any point in the United States that is
sitnated as that particular section is.

Mr. MANN. If they are spending so much themselves, they
do not need any help.

Mr. LEVER. Let me point out to the gentleman how he
places a lot of men in this House with his amendment. The
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MarTiN] is interested in this
proposition; so is the other gentleman from Colorado, and the
gentleman from Louisiana is—

Mr. GARNER. If the gentleman will permit for just a sec-
ond, I desire to say that there are two stations in Colorado now
in which this $30,000 is being used. Is the gentleman from
Colorado in the same position I am? y

Mr. LEVER. Some other gentlemen here are interested along
the samé line with the gentleman, and the gentleman from
Texas puts those gentlemen in the position of absolutely neglect-
ing their own constituents unless they stand here and offer amend-
ments to this bill making appropriations for their own districts
and their own people. And let me say another thing. Here is
what this bill will do now: In the paragraph on page 21, lines
18 to 20, “ for the investigation and improvement of the sugar-
producing plants, including their utilization and culture,” is
authority for the work which the gentleman from Texas wants
to be done. It is only a question of whether or not the De-
partment of Agriculture or the administrative branch of the
Government regards the work in the district of the gentleman
from Texas as of sufficient importance to divert funds to it
which they are using in some other sections of the country.
Now, gentlemen, that is all I want to say, but I want to im-
press upon the membership the fact that we are setting a dan-
gerous precedent here which will bob up to bother us through-
out the consideration of this bill; and I know my friend from
Illinois [Mr. Maxx] well enough to know that if he desires to
do it he can hold this House, except through a rule from the
Committee on Rules, which we do not want, for the next 30 days
on this bill by offering amendments covering propositions in-
volving the districts of Members of the House; and I trust that
gentlemen on this side, loving my friend from Texas as they
do and as I do, will rise up and vote down this amendment and
the amendment of the gentleman from Colorado, that we may
put ourselves on record as not being willing that this bill should
be loaded down with amendments which bave not been con-
gidered by the department and which have not been considered
by the committee whose duty it is under the rules of this House
to consider them. I ask for a vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment——

Mr. GARNER. I want to speak in reference to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Colorado——

Mr. LAMB. TWhat is the necessity, time is passing; we ought
to have a vote on this amendment, We have practically voted
on it before.

Mr, HUGHES of New Jersey. Regular order.

Alr. GARNER. I want to say to the gentleman from Virginia
I do not think he is going to gain much time. I have not
taken up very much time of this committee.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, my friend had full time this
morning and, according to my humble judgment, this whole
question was decided this morning. It only comes up in a
new form. I ask for a vote,

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Colorado to the amendment offered by '
the gentleman from Texas,

The question was taken, and the amendment to the amend-
ment was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The question now is upon the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I move fo strike
out the last word of the amendment. I do not want to waste
any of the time of the House, and I really regret to be put in
the position of wantonly defeating the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Texas, and yet there is some merit in my position.

Now, I am glad to hear the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Garxer] assert the great importance of the sugar industry in
western Texas and, I assume, particularly in his own district.
I had not known, I will confess, that it was of such importance.
The statistics give the entire State of Texas something like
10,000 tons of sugar production annually, and those figures, as
I understand it, include all kinds of sugar in that State—ecane
as well as beet sugar. And, Mr. Chairman, that is not one-fifth
of the quantity of sugar that is produced annually in my con-
gressional distriet. That is to say, my congressional district
alone produces five times as much sugar as the entire State of
Texas annually.

Mr. GARNER. May I ask how much sugar is produced in
the gentleman's congressional district?

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. It produces about 50,000 tons
annually.

Mr. GARNER. It does not contain, then, five times as much,
for the statistics say that last year there were 18,000 tons pro-
duced in the State of Texas, and that was comparatively all
produced in the fifteenth congressional district.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I am glad to hear It 1s more. I
am sorry it was not 100,000 tons. If it was that amount, the
gentleman would need $15,000 to square himself with his con-
stituents for voting for a free-trade bill. [Applause on the
Republican side.] All we ask of Congress is to be given an
opportunity to grow sugar. All we ask of Congress is to leave
us alone. [Applause on the Republican side.] All we ask of
you is not to take us by the throat and throttle us to death.
[Applause on the Republican side.] That is all the encourage- '
ment we need in that State, Ten years ago there was not a
beet-sugar factory in the State of Colorado. .

I am not going to launch out here now in these five minutes to
make a tarifi speech. I am going to discuss this subject some,
though, when we get to it. But we have 18 factories in the
State of Colorado now. We are the leading beet-sugar produc-
ing State in the Union to-day. We produce as much as Michi-
gan, although we have not a third of its population. And yet
we have not begun to produce sugar any more than the gentle-
man's district, or western Texas, has.

We have only 50 or 60 factories in this country, while Europe
has 1,500 or 1,600, yet for every acre of land in Europe that will
produce sugar beets we have a hundred acres in this country.
And gentlemen propose a buncombe political play here in Con-
gress to slanghter that industry, and the gentleman from Texas
wants to go back to his congressional district with a little ap-
propriation of $5,000 in his vest pocket in order to square him-
self with his constituents down there for voting for a bill which,
if it ecould ever find its way onto the statute books of this
country, would absolutely and beyond question destroy every
sugar factory in it, even if you were to appropriate a million
dollars to experiment in sugar plants.

Now, Mr. Chairman, if they need $5,000 in western Texas for
the purpose of investigating and experimenting with sugar
plants, we need $5,000 in Colorado. They need it in Kansas,
Wyoming, Utah, Nevada—

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I ingist that this is not the time
to discuss the tariff question.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I wanted to impress upon the
gentleman from Texas the fact that there might possibly be
some merit in my position in offering an amendment here.

Mr, GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I am entitled to be recognized
in opposition to the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Colorado under the rules of the committee as I understand it.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]
is recognized.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, as I stated to the committee
on last Saturday, I did not want the debate on this amendment,
which I think has as much merit in it as any other amendment
that has been offered here since I have been a Member of
Congress, to go off on the question of a sugar tariff. T believe
I have as much interest in the production of sugar, as a Repre-
sentative in this House, as any other man in it. But, Mr,
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Chairman, when I came to this House I came under the Demo-
eratic organization. I come here as a Democrat, and whenever
my party speaks upon a question of the policy of the party it
is my duty to follow that policy. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] I am not one of those Democrats who, because they do
not have their way, are willing to stand on the floor of this
House and eriticise every other Democrat that does not agree
with them. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I will say to the gentleman trom
Texas that T will discuss that subject at the proper time. No-
body will make any mistake about where I stand.

Mr, GARNER. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MarTIN]
undertook to criticise me for my position in this matter, and
undertook to convey the information to the Housge that I was
geeking this appropriation for the purpose of squaring me with
my folks at home. If the gentleman will look at the Recorp
of last Saturday he will see where the Sugar Cane Growers'
Association of the Rio Grande Valley passed a resolution asking
me to advocate this amendment long before the Democratic
caucns acted on the question of sugar. So I say that the gen-
tleman’s insinuation is unjustifiable. It is unworthy of the
gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I did not mean any unjust re-
flection upon the gentleman. -

Mr. GARNER. I am sure the gentleman did not, but be did
not know about this matter. The gentleman, in essence, accuses
me of offering a buncombe gmendment, as it might be termed,
for the purpose of squaring myself with my constituents.

Why, Mr, Chairmdn, if I were in the position of the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. MarTiN], having two stations in his State
now that are supplied with the $30,000 appropriation carried
in this bill, T would be the last man to stand on the floor of this
House and undertake to say that any other State in the Union
that produces sugar as his State does should not have an ap-
propriation, and that the gentleman who offered it offered it as
a buncombe amendment and for the purpose of maintaining him-
gelf in Congress.

Mr, Chairman, I hope that the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
MarTin] and his colleagues will come back to Congress, but I
want to say to him this, that if my election and reelection to
Congress depends upon the fact that I have got to bolt my party
every time a question comes up that my State is interested in
I will go home and stay there, [Applause.]

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr, Chairman, certainly—

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has
made a reflection on my colleague, so far as his Democracy
goes. Now, let me ask the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]
this question: If the convention which nominated him as a can-
didate for Congress had instructed him how to vote on this
proposition, what would he have done?

Mr. GARNER. If they had given me specific instructions, I
would have voted in accordance with the instructions of my
constituents. [Applause.]

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. That is exactly what my col-
league and I have done.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr., Chairman, I hope that the
chairman of the committee will give me a few minutes in which
to address my friend from Texas.

Mr, LEVER. O Mr. Chairman, we can not afford this at all
I ask for a vote.

Mr. MANN, Mr. Chairman, I ask for recognition.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I am inclined to think that I will
vote for the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Garner], although I am somewhat surprised that the
E}o ntleman from Texas reads a lecture to the gentleman from

lorado [Mr. MarTiN]. Why, here is the great Committee
on Agriculture, the Democratic members being selected by a
caucus and elected by the House, but the gentleman from Texas
declines to follow them. He has bolted his party already in
offering the amendment. As soon as it comes to him in his
district he bolts the party action. He bolts the committee
selected by the Democratic caucus and elected by the Democratic
House. He is only human, like the rest of us. When it comes
to what he wants himself, or what his district wants, rather,
he is man enough to stand by his district to the extent of getting
an appropriation, at least. [Laughter and applause.] And
while he may east another vote that will veto the effect of the
appropriation which he proposes, I do not think it lies in his
mouth, while he is offering an amendment to strike down the
Committee on Agriculture in charge of the bill, to talk about
somebody else’s bolting the action of the caucus. [Applause on
the Republican side.]

Mr. LEVER. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I insist upon a vote.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent for one minute to address my colleague, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. GARNER].

Mr. LAMB. Then, Mr. Chairman, the colleague from Texas
will want time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Mu—
TIN] asks unanimous consent to speak for one minute. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LAMB. Alr. Chairman, I hope you will confine it strictly
to one minute. [Laughter.]

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr, Chairman, I will hold my
watch in my hand. [Laughter.]

I want to say to the genileman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]
that, so far as his remarks are concerned with reference to my
bolting my party, I am not disturbed on that score at all. I
propose, when the proper time comes, to state where I stand,
and when I do I can assure the gentleman that my statement
will not require any diagram and will not contain any apologies.
But, in addition to that, I want to say that personally I very
highly esteem the gentleman from Texas——

Mr. MANN. Everybody does——

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. And there is not even a thought
in my mind or a feeling in my heart in the way of a reflection
on his hénesty or his integrity. We have merely indulged in a
little passage of the harmless kind thit occurs frequently in this
House when gentlemen are in a tight hole. And some gentle-
men here are in a tight hole; not only those who excused then-
gelves from the cauecus, but some that stayed in; and the open-
ing presented could not be very well resisted. I alluded to the
sugar bill, not the gentleman's amendment, as buncombe, and I
heartily apologize to the gentleman from Texas if there was
anything in my remarks that he feels reflected on him, [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I call for a vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER].

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
noes seemed to have it.

Mr. GARNER. Division, Mr. Chairman.

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 31, noes 53.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to
come in as a new paragraph.

. The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyoming offers an -

amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

For the investigation and im ement of sugar-producing plants,
including their utilization and culture in the State of Wyoming, ?5 000.

Mr, LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order on that
amendment.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, if there is any question
about the point of order, I should like to be heard.

Mr. LAMB. I will waive the point of order and ask for a
vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the
gentleman from Wyoming.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I regret very much that the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]
was not adopted. It served a useful purpose, however, during
its discussion, as illustrating some of the differences on the
other side of the aisle, differences that we on this side of the
aisle hope will continue to increase and widen.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garxer], in spite of all
temptation to be anything else, proposes to remain a Democrat,
and he himself has said it. I do not know that it is to his
credit, however, but I imagine that if the gentleman from Texas
had had his withers wrung as the gentlemen from Colorado
have up to this time in this Congress, he would feel slightly
different. The bringing in of the free sugar bill, if that and
the other tariff bills that passed the House could become laws,
would finally complete the destruction of all the great indus-
tries of the Centennial State. Therefore it is not at all re-
markable that the gentlemen from Colorado are somewhat
disturbed over the past and present program of their party.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MONDELL. I am glad to.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. The gentleman has already stated
one difference between the Members from Colorado and the
Member from Wyoming. Will he not state also that there is a
difference between the States of Colorado and Wyoming, in that
Wyoming has not got any land upon which beets ean be grown?

Mr. MONDELL. “The gentleman from Wyoming' was not
aware that he had been comparing the Members from the State
of Colorado and the Member from the State of Wyoming at all.
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Evidently the gentleman from Colorado has not been listening
to what I have been saying. I have rather been comparing
the membership from Colorado with the gentleman from the
great State of Texas, who proposes to stay by his party pro-
.vided he can secure sufficient appropriations. We have, as I
said a moment ago, at least a half million acres of land in the
State of Wyoming that are first-class beet lands. We produced
in our State last year several tens of thousands of tons of beets,
some of which contained more than 22 per cent of sugar. Our
State stands at the very top in the percentage of saccharine
matter contained in her heets. We have the great Shoshone
irrigation project on which the Federal Government may
eventually spend as much as $6,000,000. Its prosperity depends
upon the sugar-beet industry. We have many areas which are
producing good crops of beets, and many peculiarly adapted to
such production. I am so greatly disinclined to reflect on
anyone's motives that I would have hesitated to say what the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr, MarTIN] very truthfully, in my
opinion, said, that the present program on the other side of the
aisle touching sugar is one of pure buncombe; if the gentleman
believed they could write on the statute books to-day the free-
sugar law they propose, they would hesitate to do it. The gen-
tleman from Colorado has eaid it is pure buncombe, and the
gentleman is a truthful man. I accept his statement.

Mr, LAMB. I ask for a vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoxpELL].

The question was taken; and there were on a division (de-
manded by Mr. MoNDELL) —ayes 33, noes 57.

Accordingly the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HANNA. I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

For the study, Investigation, and demonstration of the best methods
of meeting the ravages of grasshoppers and chinch bugs, $20,000.

Mr. LEVER. I reserve a point of order on that amendment,
Mr, Chairman.

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, I wish to say but a few words
in regard to this proposed amendment. In the States of North
and Sounth Dakota, Minnesota, Towa, and Wisconsin during the
last year or two there have been ravages by the grasshopper.
Those States have tried to do something in order to check their
ravages and also to prevent the increase of the grasshopper.
. The grasshoppers lay their eggs in the ground; they hatch in
the spring and do much damage there. Then, after they arrive at
a certain age they are apt to leave and come down in clouds at
other points. The States have tried by different methods to
get rid of them by plowing the eggs under in the fall and by
gathering the young hoppers in the spring and early summer
with hopper dozers. They do a very large amount of damage. The
State of Minnesota some, years ago spent a great deal more
money than I am asking for in this amendment for the pur-
pose of destroying the grasshoppers by gathering them, and they
paid $1 a bushel for them. They gathered thousands and thou-
sands of bushels, which were gathered with hopper dozers.

If the Government takes up the proposition, as proposed
under this amendment, they will endeavor to find a parasite
that will destroy these grasshoppers.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HANNA. Certainly. 2

Mr. MANN. Is not the gentleman’s amendment addressed
to the Bureau of Entomology rather than that of Plant In-
dustry ?

Mr. HANNA. There is a section in that part of the bill re-
lating to this matter—in that part of this bill relating to the
Bureau of Entomology—where a certain amount of money is
appropriated for protecting cereal and forage crops. The
larger part of this money is used to protect alfalfa and forage
crops, but not wheat, barley, oats, and corn.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman would not expect the Bureau of
Plant Industry to locate a parasite; that is the duty of the
Bureau of Entomology.

Mr. HANNA. They might, or they might suggest some other
or better method.

Mr. HAUGEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HANNA. Certainly.

Mr. HAUGEN. The gentleman's amendment is as muech in
order as the amendment to provide $330,000 to meet the ravages
of the-cotton-boll weevil. The two are on a par, and one is
as much in place as the other.

Mr. MANN. That depends on what is intended.

Mr. AKIN of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

. Mr. HANNA. Certainly.

Mr. AKIN of New York. Why does not the gentleman in-

gert the word “ bedbugs ™ in his amendment? [Laughter.]

Mr. HANNA. The gentleman may have those pests in his
district in New York State, but we do not have them in North
Dakota. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ask the gentleman from
Virginia what is his point of order?

Mr. LAMB. That it is entirely new and not germane.

Mr. HANNA. Will not the gentleman let the matter come
to a vote one way or the other?

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consant to have
the amendment again reported.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will again
report the amendment.

There was no objection, and the Clerk again read the amend-
ment.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the point of order
and ask for a vote.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
modify the amendment by the insertion of the word “insur-
gents,” so that it will provide against the ravages of grass-
hoppers, chinch bugs, and insurgents. [Laughter.]

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle-
man from New Jersey why he does not include flying jinnies and
doodles?

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from North Dakota.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend by inserting, after line 26, page 21, the following:

“For the investigation and study of methods and testing plants
shrubs, brush, and trees which may be used for rubber making, $§,000.':

Mr. LAMB. That is already provided for, and I ask for a
vote.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman in.
what part of the bill it is provided for? We have been trying
to get this investigation for years.

Mr. LEVER. I will say to my friend from California that
the Department of Agriculture, without specific authority, acting
under general appropriation and general authority, is now
doing a great deal of experimental work in Florida in relation
to the production of rubber, camphor, and so forth. I am sure
that if the gentleman will get in touch with the department he
will find out how much money is being expended and in what
direction. .

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman tell me how to get in touch
with the department?

Mr. LEVER. Go there and see them.

Mr. RAKER., But suppose I am in touch and have been in
touch, but am informed that there is no money and no provi-
sion. It is pretty hard to get in touch with the department when
there is no money on hand for use for the purpose desired. They
can not help you then.

Mr. LAMB. T think my friend is mistaken; there is no
sectionalism down there.

Mr. MANN. The Botanical Garden is engaged in sending out
rubber ‘plants.

Mr. RAKER. The gentleman has not heard from me yet on
this proposition. My purpose is not to send out rubber plants;
it is not to produce plants; but it is the question of producing
material and a method that can be had to supply the American
market with rubber. It has been under private investigation
in the West with some degree of success. It is thought that out
of sagebrush the best rubber on earth can be made. We have
asked the depariment to help us; individuals have gone into it
and have given all the consideration to it they could, but they
have not the money.

We would like to have tested the plants now in existence, the
shrubbery that is being destroyed and burned. It is claimed
that there is a large percentage of rubber in them which ought
to be utilized, and it ought to be tested. It ought to be made
commercial instead of being destroyed. If the department, by
virtue of its experience in this matter, can send a couple of men
into the West to make these investigations, is it not right, is it
not proper, dnd ought not they to do it? I know that the com-
mittee is in favor of giving every advantage to improve the
country and to get the value out of every product, every plant,
tree, and shrub and brush that we have. Let us get that experi-
ence which there is in the department; let us get this matter
determined.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr., MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the time of the gentleman be extended for five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.
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Mp. MANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAKER. Certainly.

Mr, MANN. Some gentleman sent me a statement the other
day in reference te some report, or something of the kind, about
extracting rubber from milkweed that grows wild and in great

rofusion. Will the gentlelnan’s amendment cover an investiga-

on of that, and can the gentleman state whether or not the
Department of Agriculture has ever made any investigation of
that product?

Mr. RAKER. The investigation would eover that. It would
cover, also, the question of the investigation of sagebrush.
Some people have given a good deal of study and thought to the
matter, and at one time, a few years ago, it was determined to
build a factory. They felt as if they had the process completed,
but also felt, because they had not enough knowledge in regard
to the matter, that they were not warranted in going on with
the enterprise. 4

These people believed that there is material in sagebrush that
ean be extracted from it which will make as good rubber as is
being used te-day. There are millions of acres of land with
sagebrush upon it. Instead of destroying that, if it produces a
material that will make rubber, ought not we to investigate the
matter? Nothing will live upon that land now. No one knows
any good that it will ever do. Why net find out what is in the
sagebrush and other plants of that kind. You are spending
money for every other condition. You are seeking fo add new
plants, and the very things that you have in the ground you are
destroying and buraing up, and you are not frying te find
out if there is anything in them that is good. I am in favor of
all of the new matters, but I believe we ought to ufilize what we

have. The people in these departments are very anxious and |

ready to do this. Let them go there. They can send two good
men out there te make this investigation. I hope with an in-
dustry as great as the rubber industry invelved, that the eom-
mittee will be willing to stand by the amendment and spend at
least $3,000 to have the matter investignted. This is a territory
that covers over 20,000,000 acres of land, and if it has a growth
now upon it, which at present is of ne value, so far as we now
know, but might produce good rubber, we ought to know if.
Give the department the chanee te experiment. They have

dene great things, are doing it now, and will continue to de it |

if they are properly encouraged and the funds are provided
therefor. We should make that provision, appropriate the
necessary funds, and the department will do the work. I hope
the amendment offered by me will prevail.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, the department did not ask for
this, as aective as is the Bureau of Plant Industry. If there
was anything in this business they would have developed it.
Dr. Galloway says that the Orient is the place for this werk,
and he thought the people of this country would better apply
themselves to some other subject than the development of this
matter. I sincerely hope that the Committee of the Whole

will stand by the Committee on Agriculture and vote down the |

amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California.

The question was faken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

For tud d demonstration of the m
mvnogesm:r fthe s::ozi:nton-hoil' weg’ﬂ tsszaw.Mt T e pe

Mr. TRIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word for the purpose of getting some information from the
chairman of the committee. I sce in this present appropriation
there has been a cut from last year of about $18,000. i

Mr. LAMB. Seventeen thousand and forty dollars.

Mr. TRIBBLE. What was the purpose of that cut?

Mr. LAMB. Of that amount $9,560 covers the transfer of
nine employees to the statutory roll, $480 has been transferred
fo the appropriation for western agricultural extension, and
$7,000 covers an item for rent which has been transferred to the
special appropriation for that purpose, so-that there is prac-
tieally no reduction.

Mr. TRIBBLE. And the gentieman can state there is no re-

duction in this section of the appropriation so far as it is ap- |
' coming from the West and knowing the eonditions in many of

plicable to the boll weevil?

Mr. LAMB. That is correect.

Mr. TRIBBLE. This House voted Saturday last nof to re-
duce the boll-weevil section of the bill. On this statement of
the chairman I will not introduce this amendment which I pre-
pared to restore the amount.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the pro forma amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

For the investigation and improvement of methods of crop preduction '

under semiarid or dry-land conditiens, $70,000.
Mr. RAKER. My, Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read,

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 22, line 5, strike out the word “seventy” and Insert In lien
thereof the word “ ninety.”

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, this relates to the earlier inves-
tigation and improvement of methods of crop production in arid
and semiarid farming. I have received petition after petition—
bave sent letters to the department in regard to this matter.
They say they are ready, they are willing, to give their assist-
ance if they can to improve the methods of dry farming and
assist the farmer, but that at the present time they have no
money with which they ean extend their present operntions.
Now, I want fo read the testimony in hearings, on page 74, given
by Dr. Galloway. X

The CHAmmMAN, Now, Docfor, “for the Investigation and improve-
ment of metheds of produetion under semiarid or dry-land conditions,
$70,000.” This is the same as you had last year. Could you do with a
slight reduetion here?

Why, of course the doctor is going to say, “ We will do the
best we ean.” No doubt of that.

Mr. LAMB. He did net say that.

Mr. RAKER. Here is what he said.

Mr. LAMB. Give us what he said.

Mr, RAKER. T will read you what he said in regard to the

' matter:

Dr. Garroway, I think not.

80 he said he did net think he could get along with that.
thMr. LAMB. The gentleman has got the wrong construction

ere.

Mr. RAKER. Let me read this senfence.

Mr. LAMB. Read it without commenting, please.

Mr. RAKER. I ahvays read all when I start to read it, if I
have the opportunity.

Mr. LAMB. But yon stop to preaeh after you read a sen-

| tence.

Mr. RAKER. I will read it when I get an opportunity, if the
gentleman will not interrupt tee long.

Mr, LAMB. Read.

Mr. RAKER. I will read it when I get in a positien to start.

Mr. LAMB. Your time is passing.

Mr, RAKER. I know I am losing my time, but can not help it

Dr. Garroway. 1 think not, Mr. €hairman, beeause the demand for

information from the arid districts Is gro greater ench year. The
farmers are crow into that country, and this work we are car-

' rying on out there has for its ebject the securin

of fundamental
facts and the discovery of principles which will apply to dry-farming

methods. Dry fa is of a rent type from anything we are
familiar with in the , and what we are doing on the stations we
have established is out of principles through crop rota-

the working
tlons and through experiments. It Is largely Imvestigational, ha
g‘h&f&o objects the discovery of principles which will apply to dry-l
ns.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Califor-
nia has expired.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have two min-
utes more.

Mr. RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on this
paragraph and all amendments thereto close in five minutes;

' and that twe minutes of that time be given to the gentleman

from California and the balance to the chairman ef the com-
mittee.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gentleman be
given five minutes. )

Mr. MANN. We want some time over here on this side of
the House.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I amend the suggestion of my
colleague of the committee, and I ask that all debate on this
paragraph and amendments close in 10 minutes, the time fo be
equally divided between the two sides,

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia moves that
all debate on the paragraph and amendments thereto be closed
in 10 minntes, the time to be equally divided between the two
sides.

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture that I am interested in this,

the Western States.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman seems to have
given this subject a great deal of thought and consideration,
and I would like to ask him this question, Does the gentleman

| believe that dry farming can be made a suceess?

Mr. RAKER. Oh, absolutely.
Mr. RUCKER of Colorade. There is no question about that,
A MeumBer. None in the world.
Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the ehairman

'dthecmnmlpteelmmhem,l am inexperienced and green,
but I am interested in this matter in presenting it to the com-
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mittee for consideration. I did it withont any disrespect to
Mr. LAMB. I understand that.

Mr. RAKER. But when you have facts, when you have spent
84 years in the Western States traveling over that counfry and
in most of them seeing what is being done and seen what can
be done, I want to say that you will not stand idly here when
you believe you can get legislation and an appropriation that will

advance the farmer.

' Mr. LAMB. But I insist that the gentleman ought to have
come before the committee and seen the department about these
matters. The gentleman coming here at this late day can not

*expect this committee to reverse the action of the Committee on

Agriculture in reference to these matters.

Mr. RAKER. I am giving you here what the department had
said and what the department had recommended——

Mr. LAMB. We gave whatever the Agricultural Department
asked.

Mr. RAKER. It is no breach of faith to come in when the
only way to bring the matter up is to get it here.

A crop that could not be produced upon these lands four and
five and six years ago can be produced now by virtue of what
information these people have received. I want to say to you
to-day that five or six years ago there was land that could be
bought for $§5 an acre, that by virtue of the knowledge that peo-
ple have received as to raising alfalfa you could not buy to-day
for $200 an acre, and because it raises a crop that is worth that
amount. And it is by virtue of the knowledge, it is by virtue

. of the information, it is by virtue of the tillage of the soil, and
the virtue of the time of cufting the crop and handling it that
we are able to get this result. And wherever you can extend this
information to farmers in the Western States, which cover such
a large territory of the country, it should be done. It is en-
tirely different from the South. For six or seven months we
never have one drop of rain. It is all dependent on the method
and mode of cultivation of the kind of plants to be handled and
the time of planting them. And I believe there is no appro-
priation of any amount in this bill that will do more good to
build up 130,000,000 acres of land that belongs to the Govern-
ment at this time.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I would like to ask the gentleman if
the agricultural college of California has made any investiga-
tions as to what may be done in this dry farming, and if it is
now carrying on any investigation?

Mr. RAKER. They are doing worlds of work and of vast
value to the State, not only as to irrigated lands but lands
that are not irrigated. They are sending demonstration trains
all over California and spending large sums of money. They
are also sending men out to farmers’ institutes. But if the
Government could cooperate with them, with the knowledge it
has and the information it has gathered, we will receive just
that much more information, that much more knowledge, and
add more value to the West.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I agree
with the gentleman. If dry farming can be made a success, very
well ; we can well afford to appropriate money for that purpose.
But if it can not be made a success, Congress is doing an in-
justice to those people who are moving into that country. We
have been encouraging these people here to settle in arid and
semiarid lands, and what has happened? Nothing but starva-
tion stares them in the face. Are we going to appropriate
hundreds of thousands of dollars here to encourage people to
settle on these lands where there is nothing in store for them
but the poorhouse? I may be mistaken, but, as I understand it,
my friends, dry farming can not be made a success. Crops can
not be grewn without the moisture, and, without it, this appro-
priation i# of no avail.

Mr. RAKER. Does the gentleman realize that about 30 years
ago we first commenced to develop alfalfa in and about Reno?
For 15 years in the northern counties they tried to make a sue-
cess on this land where they had no irrigation and they could
not get a bit of alfalfa, but, by virtue of experience since, they
are getting to-day off of the same land that 10 or 15 years ago
was worthlezs from 3 to 6 fons of alfalfa an acre every year,
worth from 87 to $10 a ton, by dry farming.

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIEMAN. Will the geutleman yield to the gentleman

from Wyoming?
Mr. RAKER. I was hoplng to get some time to discuss this
amendment.
. Mr. MONDELL. I would like to answer the gentleman’s
| question.
Mr. MANN. How much time remains, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. There are three minutes remainlng of the
time allotted by the House

Mr. MANN. The Chair did not call down the gentleman
from California [Mr. Raxer], who had the floor. The Chair
has not recognized anyone since.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California concluded
his remarks and the Chair recognized the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Havgen].

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Iowa did not take the.floor.
He only asked a question in the time of the gentleman from
California. We had a distinet understanding with the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. Lamg] that the gentleman from Wy-
oming was to have five minutes.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr., Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that I may have five minutes at the conclusion of the remarks
of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Havcexn]..

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MON—
pELL] asks unanimous consent that at the conclusion of the
remarks of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Havcex] he may
have five minutes.

Mr. HAUGEN. I think I can make that clear. I asked that
I be recognized. I understood the gentleman from Wyoming
[Mr. MoxpeLn] desired time, and I understood that I would
only take two minutes; and if I have, I do not care to take up
any more time. But if I may have time, I would like to answer
the question propounded by the gentleman from California [Mr.
RAKER].

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I Wesire to offer an amendment
to this amendment, Mr. Chairman, and I ask three minutes in
which to discuss it after the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
MoxpeLL] is through.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Havcex]
has the floor. The Chair will ask the gentleman from Iowa if
he had concluded his remarks?

Mr, HAUGEN. I wish to proceed. I would like to answer
the gentleman from California. He has pointed out the won-
derful results that have been accomplished through this dry
farming. I want to answer him by saying I remember that
appeal came up from * bleeding Kansas” a few years ago. I
happened to be in one of the northwestern States last year, and
I saw those people coming from that arid distriet in South
Dakota, to which they went by the hundreds. They were out
there engaged in dry farming. .An appeal was made similar to
that of “bleeding Kansas” a few years ago; and I believe that
until we can ascertain and know that this money, when appro-
priated, can be judiciously expended and with some results,
we should go a little slow in making appropriations for this
work. That is all I have to say.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that I may proceed five minutes, as I ylelded my time to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HavgeN].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyowing [Mr. Mon-
peLL] asks unanimous consent to speak for five minutes. I8
there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, when I was a boy of 6 I
moved West, with the family that had kindly given me a home,
to northwestern Iowa. At that time a great many people were
of the opinion that it would be impossible to conduet general
farming operations successfully in that country. We suffered
from drought; we suffered from too much rain; and for five
years the. grasshoppers, which my friend from North Dakota
has been so eloquent in describing, destroyed the major portion
of our crops. Of course those were hard times,

We have followed the development of the West to the sum-
mit of the Rocky Mountains since that time and on to the Pa-
cific. I have seen the fluctuation of settlement back and forth.
The tide of emigration pressed westward. The coming of years
of drought temporarily drove the border settlements back.
With the return of increased rainfall the settler again pressed
forward. In each one of these forward movements something
has been gained, the line of permanent settlement has always
been placed a little farther west with each recurring move-
ment of western settlements, until they have now reached the
great plains of the Rockies and are confronting there the condi-
tions that my friend has referred to as existing in California.

For the past two years; aye, for the past three years, we
have been passing through a period of nnusual drought, a period
of less rainfall than the average for 20 years past. The result
ig that doubting Thomases, like my good friend from the State
of Towa [Mr. Haveex], comfortable and content in the rich
territory in which they live, and not having the incentive to the
development of the new territory that we have who live in it,
would rather discourage than encourage the men who are now
making the last final assault to conquer the American Desert.

It is true that the new settlers have suffered grievously. In
the region that I live in are many farmers who have not raised
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any crops at all for two years. The remarkable thing about it
is that those men are still hopeful—infinitely more hopeful
than my friend from Iowa—and while they are suffering, they
are still courageous. They know that if the conditions of the
last three years were to continue there would be no grass in
that terrifory, to say nothing of there being no crops, and that
the range industry would perish in that territory. But they
know that the last two years have been extraordinary and un-
usual, and they know that while they may have to meet sim-
ilar conditions occasionally in the future, yet if they could have
the rainfall that we have had on the average for the last 20
years there are certain classes of crops which, with eareful and
thorough cultivation, can be produced at a profit. Men will not
grow rich on those dry lands; but many thousands of comfort-
able homes will be established upon them, and to-day that
territory has the most hopeful outlook for the average American
settler. [Applause.]

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, the department asked for no
more. We gave the department their estimate.

Mr, MANN. The debate is closed. Does the gentleman from
Virginia desire some time?

Mr. LAMB. I ask for a vote.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, can I now offer
my amendment to the pending amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado can send
his amendment to the Clerk's desk, but the debate on the
paragraph is closed. -

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. My amendment is to strike out
the word “ninety” and insert the words “one hundred.”
Now, Mr. Chairman, I want three minutes in which to discuss
this proposition; only three minutes. [Cries of * Regular
order!”]

Mr. MANN. Let the gentleman ask for three minutes.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent for three minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from California [Mr. RAKER].

I'he Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RAxER: Strike out the word “ seventy”
in line 5, page 22, and insert im lieu thereof the word ** ninety.”

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
Rucker] desire to offer an amendment to that amendment?

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment of
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Rucker] to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. RAKER].

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by the gentleman from Colorado to the amend-
ment offered b{ the gentleman from California: Btrike out the word
*“ ninety " and insert In lieu thereof the words * one hundred.”

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent for three minutes in which to disenss my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado asks unani-
mous consent to discuss his amendment for three minutes., Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RUCKER of Colerado. Mr. Chairman, T am very sorry
to see that my friend from California [Mr. Rager] does not
quite understand this proposition. I have been engaged for the
last 30 years in what is known as dry farming or soil cultiva-
tion. It is not quite true that you can raise crops in this arid
country by soil cultivation or otherwise unless you have some
precipitation. It is absolutely necessary that there shall be
precipitation and it is absolutely necessary for the farmer to
know what to do with that precipitation. In the first place, he
must have his ground thoroughly plowed, and he must be edu-
cated how to plow it and how deep to plow it, depending on the
kind of soil he has to cultivate. Then immediately after the
rainfall, as soon as the harrow will not stick in the ground, he
must go over his field as quickly as possible, making a muleh
over the field, thereby storing up the precipitation in the ground.
The moment this pulverization is made the eapillary attraction
ceases, and you have stored in the ground a reservoir into
which the plants put in the ground may afterwards send down
their roots and get nourishment. It is true, as the gentleman
from Towa [Mr. Haveex] says, that time and again people have
gone there and have had to go away. I said a few minutes
ago, with respect to another amendment I offered, that it is true
that probably after 5 or 6 or sometimes 10 years people have

' broken down in heart and left that country, but it does not
follow that they will continue to do so. If this appropriation is
made and If more light is thrown upon the question of soil
culture, then, in my judgment, dry farming, as it is called, or
what is more properly known as the Campbell system, will prove
an entire snccess over that vast arid region,

Mr. LAMB. I ask for a vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of
the gentleman from Colorade [Mr. Rucker] to the amendment
of the gentleman from California [Mr. Raxezr].

The question being taken, the amendment to the amendment
was rejected. ’

The question being taken on the amendment of Mr. RAKER,
on a gci,vlslon (demanded by Mr. RAggr), there were—ayes 27,
noes 50.

Accordingly the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

' For studying methods of clearing off “ logged-off ” lands with a view
to their utilization for agricultural and dairying purposes; for their
irrigation ; for testing powders in clearing them ; nng for the utilization

of by-products arising in the process of clearing, in cooperation with
States, companies, or Individuals, or otherwisen‘gﬁ,(}{m.

Mr. MANN. I reserve a point of order on that paragraph.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, this is new language in the bill,
and I am sure gentlemen would like to hear a new voice on
this subject.

Mr, MANN. Does the Chair understand that a point of order
is reserved?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands that a point of
order is reserved. .

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this paragruph
is to enable the department to study the problem of the clearing
up and utilization of the logged-off lands in the West. In some
parts of the country from which I come large areas have been
logged over, leaving the large stumps, the tops of the trees,
and the trees that could not be used for making lumber. These
lands had once a very heavy growth of timber, and the stumps
generally are very large and numerous. The soil is very rich.
Various endeavors have been made by individuals and private
companies to clean off the land at a cost that would justify it
Owners of considerable areas have offered to sell the lands to
private parties. Some have succeeded with the clearing process
and others have not. In some parts of the West private com-
panies have been organized, cooperative and otherwise, which
have taken over the logged-off lands, and they are endeavoring
to clear them off for purposes of cultivation. There are tens
of thousands of acres of these lands. Various questions arise
in the clearing of the land. Various methods have been tried,
like the using of a steam donkey, collecting the logs in great
piles around snags, but that method is too expensive for the
ordinary man. He can not afford the expense. But the depart-
ment has devised methods, like that of char pitting stumps, as
well as other methods for clearing off the land at lessened
expense, :

The object of this appropriation is to extend these experi-
ments further and to teach the owners of the land and those
who may be willing to cooperate with the Government in the
matter the best and least expensive methods for clearing them
off. Also to communicate to the settlers the knowledge that
the Government has acquired by actual demonstration work, as
is done in the South in the boll-weevil work, and various other
experimental works carried on by the Government.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes

Mr. RAKER. Has the gentleman investizated the matter in
the department to find out whether they have made any study
of this subject?

Mr. HAWLEY. I have not investigated especially this par-
ticular question, but I have some other matters and know that
they are investigating to some extent the matters provided for
in this paragraph,

Mr. RAKER, But at the present time the department has
made no investigation?

Mr. HAWLEY. On char pitting, yes. But the general sub-
ject has not been very thoroughly gone into.

Mr, RAKER. I am talking about getting rid of the stumps
by powder. ]

Mr. HAWLEY. I do not know to what extent they have ex-
perimented with powder.

Mr. RAKER. That is an important factor in this matter.
Would the gentleman have any objection to putting in after the
word “ agriculture” the words “ horticulture and vitieulture,”
and after the word “ testing” the words “ the use of,” so as to
read: “Testing the use of powder,” and so forth?

Mr. HAWLEY. I have no objection to that.

Mr. RAKER. Is it not a fact that in the West with the new
kinds of powder it is beginning to be realized that you can get
a great benefit out of these lands very cheaply if proper testing
Is made for the purpose of clearing the land?

Mr. HAWLEY. I have no doubt that metheds can be devised
by which the lands can be cleared off at a low cost.
Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAWLEY, Certainly.
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Mr. FITZGERALD. Outside of cleared land, not covered
with timber, the lands that have been used for agriculture in
the West are logged-off lands?

Mr. HAWLEY. I should think that would be a safe proposi-
tion, if I understand the gentleman correctly.

Mr, FITZGERALD, The gentleman does not believe in help-
ing these speculative land companies that bought the land
cheaply; there is no especial reason why the Government at
this late day should go into such an enterprise as this?

Mr. HAWLEY. The problem on these lands is different from
that on lands where the growth was small, and, of course, the
stumps much smaller and more taken out.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes; it is a bigger guestion; it depends
on the size of the stump. [Laughter.]

_Mr. HAWLEY. There are no speculative companies that I
know of. The States, I think, will assist in this matter; but
there are hundreds and thousands of acres of this land, as rich
as any land we have. I know of some land that is worth $500 an
acre after it was cleared off, but, as I say, the cost of the clear-
ing of these lands is prohibitive, generally, under present
methods. ’

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAWLEY. Certainly.

Mr. MANN." How is it proposed that this money shall be
used; what is the project?

Mr. HAWLEY. It will depend upon the discretion of the
deparitment.

Mr. MANN. What is the proposition of the department in
reference to it? This appropriation is only $5,000, and it can
not be seattered over the universe. What do they propose to
do with it?

Mr. HAWLEY. They will probably take a section in Wash-
ington, for instance, that is logged off and show the settlers
how to char pit the stumps and to remove them; how to take
out the stumps so that, for illustration, ship’s kmees may be
made where the roots are long enough, and how to use other
by-products, such as the timber that is left on the land suitable
for paper making or for other purposes, and ascertain what other
valuable products may be obtained. Information obtained in
one place would be available for use in any part of the United
States.

[The time of Mr. HawLEY having expired, at the request of
Mr. MANN it was extended five minutes.] 1

Mr. MANN. Do I understand that it is a part of the project
to ascertain whether the stumps are suitable for making paper?

Mr. HAWLEY. No; there is a second growth on a good deal
of the land. !

Mr. MANN. And you want to cut off the second growth and
see whether it is available for paper making?

Mr. HAWLEY. The second growth on some of this land is
100 feet high; it grows very rapidly.

Mr. MANN. But they do not need $5,000 to know how to cut
these trees down.

Mr. HAWLEY. I was not laying so much emphasis on that
as I was on the removal of the stunmps and the other purposes I
have mentioned. On the place in Washington I used for illus-
tration they use the long roots of the stumps for ships' knees.

Mr. MANN. I think we are entitled to know something about
this. Here is a proposition for £5,000, which, if it amounts to
anything at all, will soon be $50,000 or $100,000. I think we
ought to know what the project is and what it is intended to do.

Mr. HAWLEY. The purpose is to enable the department to
go upon logged-off lands, examine and ascertain the cheapest
methods of clearing them off, especially where they have very

. large stumps; to see what profit ean be derived by the settlers |

while clearing out the stumps; and to teach the settlers how to
char pit the stumps where that is possible; to teach them in the
use of powder economically, what kind of powder can be used,
and when and where it can be best used; and to aid in solving
all the other problems that the settler will be confronted with
in clearing such land. Sometimes the old logs are three deep,
and where the ground is somewhat soft the lower ene is buried
almost entirely in the ground. i

Mr. MANN. But all you can do with this money is fo hire
one man and to pay his expenses. What is the man going
to do? He can not do these things that the gentleman has been
telling about on $5,000. You can hire only one man to do this
at that sum.

Mr. HAWLEY. The department ean study the problem and
determine the best and Jeast expensive methods for the clearing
off of these logged-off lands.

Mr. MANN. Here is a proposition to have the department
study the subject of irrigation. The department has nothing to
do with that subject and ought not to have. We have another
branch of the Government studying irrigation. Then there'is a

provision for {esting powders. Why, people have been testing
powders, blowing up stumps, ever since we have had powder.
Then there is a provision for the utilization of by-products .
arising in the process of clearing, in cooperation with States,
companies, or individuals; that is, to have the Government
go into partnership with some individual or company.

Mr. HAWLEY. The gentleman is in error there. One com-
pany has agreed to contribute to the Government a sum of
money to assist in earrying on this investigation. They are
willing to make a donatibn.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman said something about the use of
the by-product for making paper. My particular interest in
that proposition is that the gentleman’s committee has reduced
the amount for experimentation in reference to the use of wood
in the manufacture of paper.

They now have at Madisen, Wis, a wood laboratory that is
making valuable search and research in connection with some
of the paper mills in regard to the subject of using different
kinds of timber for the production of ‘ground wood pulp. The
committee reduces the appropriation for that, where it can be
useful, and they stick in a $5,000 appropriation here where the
man who uses it will not know any more about paper than a
mule does about heaven. I object to cutting off the appropria-
tion where it can do good and putting it in where it can not
do any good.

Mr. HAWLEY. If the gentleman will permit, no greater
good can be done to the lands west of the Cascade Mountains—
and I speak of those because I am more acquainted with them
than with other lands—than for the Government to ascertain
the most effective and cheapest methods of clearing up these
lands and to teach such methods to the seftlers by demonstra-
tion and otherwise. There are hundreds of thousands of acres
of these lands, which are as fertile as any we have,

Mr. MANN. Is that not also true of Wisconsin and Mich-
fgan?

Mr, LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a ruling on the point
of order.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I insist upon the point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman on the
point of order.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I make the point of order upon the
ground that it is not authorized by law and consequently that
it is legislation. There is no authorization in law for the work
that is proposed to be done under this paragraph. There is
nothing in the act creating the Department of Agriculture that
authorizes the expenditure of public money in cooperation with
States and individuals and private companies. It is clearly
legislation.

The CHATRMAN., Does the gentleman contend that the gen-
eral purpose of the elearing of logged-off land for agricultural
purposes has not been the existing law?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr., Chairman, it is clearly legislation
to cooperate with States and companies and with private indi-
viduals.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chalr is of the opinion that the gen-
eral purpose of preparing logged-off lands for agriculture and
studying methods of doing that would not be subject to a
point of order, but that the provision for the cooperation with
States, companies, or individuals would be new legislation.
The point of order to the entire paragraph is therefore sus-
tained.

The Clerk read as follows:

For Investigations in connection with the utilization of lands re-
claimed under the reclamation act, and other areas in the arid and
semiarid regions, $69,600. °

Mr. PAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word, for the purpose of asking unanimous consent that the
Delegate from Porto Rico [Mr. Rivira] may extend his re-
marks in the Recorp upon the bill which was passed yesterday
giving citizenship to the people of Porto Rico. He was un-
avoidably detained from the House at that time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina asks
unanimous consent that the Delegate from Porto Rico may be
permitted to extend his remarks in the Recorp as indicated.
Is there objection? ;

There was no objection.

Mr. RIVERA. Mr. Chairman, it is my duty, on expressing
the opinions and the aspirations of the people of Porto Rico,
whose interests and sentiments I represent in this House, to
applaud and to support the bill now under consideration. I
must declare that the majority, the large majority, of Porto
Ricans are sincerely attached to the American Nation. And
I must also declare that, should American citizenship be be-
stowed upon them, my countrymen will always feel grateful to
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the American Representatives who through their action would
give them a proof of confidence in their loyalty, and that they
would enthusiastically, bravely, and proudly uphold their eciti-
zenghip, identifying themselves with the new country to which
their historic destiny has united them, loving and respecting
the flag that protects their homes, doing honor by their civie
conduet to the national family that receives them, and, finally,
endeavoring to be the worthy sons of the America of Washing-
ton and Lincoln, not only because of their political condition
but also because so impelled by the natural feelings of their
souls, jaded and mortified up to the present time by indifference
and injustice. b

But it is also my duty, Mr. Chairman, to remark in addition,
in plain and simple words, that Porto Ricans would not feel
satisfied with American citizenship if American justice is not
done them; if they are not granted full American rights, vold
of any qualifications that would mean inferiority to them.
Originating from a race that, like your own, holds dignity
dearer than life, the Porto Ricans will feel humiliated until
you have abolished in the island a colonial system, under which
the government is not founded upon the will of the governed
and by which taxes are imposed without representation of those
who are taxed. The executive council, a body that makes and
executes the laws simultaneously and that alone fixes the sal-
aries of public officials, is not elected by the people, its mem-
bers being appointed by the Federal Executive power. And to
you, gentlemen, I consider I need say nothing else in order that
you may realize that no democracy, fashioned after American
style, has been established in Iorto Rico, and that our present
form of government resembles more that of an autocracy of
monarchical type. The principles founded by your Constitu-
tion do not reach the far-off possession on the bosom of the
Caribbean Sea, extending not beyond Long Island and drown-
ing in the deep waters of the Atlantic Ocean under the weight
of bureaueratic ambitions.

We never were, nor are we now, radical in our demands for
reform. The Filipinos are struggling for absolute independ-
ence; the Porto Ricans are contending for self-government,
which they are longing to exercise and which they would know
how to practice under the shadow of republican institutions.
Should you consider us worthy of your citizenship, you should
not deem us unworthy of the administration of our affairs,
allowing us to make and enforce our own laws. I do not doubt
that the grant of citizenship would open, in a frank and
friendly manner, an era of fraternity between the Americans
of I'orto Rico and the Americans of the continent, an era of
liberty—absolute liberty—of autonomy—complete autonomy—
for the Americans of Porto Rico.

And permit me, gentlemen, to assert that, when I express this
profound conviction of my soul, I base myself on your practical
sense of political realities. You have at the south of your great
Nation 20 Republics closely looking upon the one at the north,
alert as to your actions, in order to manifest their kindly feel-
ings or to restrain them.

The providential mission of the United States in America will
not be fulfilled until there irradiates from this Capitol an
effective and powerful influence that may secure to the United
States the amplest moral and commercial hegemony from the
Great Lakes to the Strait of Magellan. Your future develop-
ment requires that your influences extend to such a range, for
the commerce and industries of the United States will demand
such a vast market. By enacting the independence of Cuba
you gave an admirable example of generosity and altruism; she
is free and happy because you made her so. Let it be added
to the gratefulness of the Cubans, the gratitude of the Porto
Rieans, who you can make happy and free as well as under your
sovereignty. Then yon would prove that you still are what you
always were in the past—a people entitled to God’s favors, not
for their power, which is great, but for their devotion to the
principles that helped them to conquer their independence and
to maintain and to increase their prestige throughout the world.

The Porto Ricans, as all men on earth, love national inde-
pendence. To all solutions they prefer that which would make
them an independent and sovereign nation. But they are an
intelligent people; they are thoroughly acquainted with the
obstacles that would bar the success of their paramount ideal.
Actuated by their patriotism, they are at present moved to fight
for practical reforms that may allow them to insure their
predominance in the affairs of their country. Besides, we have
faith in the American people solving our insular problem
promptly and generousiy. But do not let this faith be lost lest
all Porto Ricans would ask you to do by them as you did by
the Cubans, under identical conditions, that the island be deliv-
ered to her sons.

I do not consider this the proper time to discuss the grounds
upon which the people of Porto Rico base their right to self-
government. That opportunity will come later on. I rise to
speak in this House for the first time, and I feel that I ought
to mention that which is most longed for by my country and
that which would be the source of the greatest advantage to
yours. What suits you is not incompatible with that which we
desire. These ideas are in perfect harmony with each other;
they stand for solutions that coincide in mutual benefit, because
they will allow you, first, to be consistent with your principles
and history, and secondly, to gain for yourselves the confidence
of the Latin-American countries, This is the only means,
gentlemen, through which you will be able to widen, upon an
equitable basis, the power of your counfry, which will be our
country when you open us your doors to enter and when you
have introduced in our cities and in our villages your American
democracy.

Do not forget, gentlemen, that such is our right and that such
is your duty.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows: i

Amend by inserting after the word “ of,” at the end of line 13, page
22, the following words: “and for studying methods of clearing off,”
and strike out the word * reclaimed " in line 14, page 22.

Mr. MANN and Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the point of order.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the attention of
the committee to the uselessness of spending money for the pur-
pose as it now appears in the bill. I want to read it as it stands
Now :

For Investigations in connection with the utilization of lands re-
claimed under the reclamation act.

Now, let us stop right there. Lands reclaimed means lands
grubbed, plowed, ditched, and irrigated.

Mr. MANN. That does not make any difference; there is
more trouble after the land is irrigated than anything else.

Mr. RAKER. Mr, Chairman, let us see for a moment. That
is done for the purpose of giving a man the benefit, for the pur-
pose of putting him in a condition where he shall not expend
his money uselessiy; that he will not grub up poor land first and
put ditches where they ought not to be and cut down knolls
and hills from his land. If you strike out the word *re-
claimed,” then you have investigations in connection with the
utilization of lands under the reclamation act. If you put it
before he has made his reclamation, you will spend your money
to show him how to clear it, how to ditch it, how to level it, and
how te put it in shape, and when he gets his water on it he
will have the ditches, he will have it plowed, he will have it
leveled, and in proper shape, but now you say that you investi-
gate the land after he has leveled it, after he has plowed it and
ditched it and put water on it. Why not make this investiga-
tion of the land under the reclamation project?

Mr. LAMB. Now, my mind ran pretty much in the line of
the gentleman, and I asked this question:

The CHAmRMAN. The next paragraph seems to relate to nearly the
same thing, * For investigations in connection with the utilization of
lands reclaimed under the reclamation act, $69,600."

Dr, GarLLoway. We are familiar with the fact that the Reclamation
Bervice is spending a good many millions of dollars in putting water
on certain of their large projects, This }Jroblem is an engineering one,
and when the water is on important agricultural problems arise. Now
they call upon us to help them in the agricultural work, and we have
established on these amation projects stations where we are con-
ducting investigations to ald and guide the settlers who come in and
take up this land and use water. In the item above we deal with dry
farming ; in this item it is an irrigated farm.

Mr. RAKER. That is the point. Let me call the Chairman’s
attention to it. A man goes and plows on 160 acres of this land,
or 80 acres of it, and he starts in to improve it. Is it not better
for him to receive the advantage of how that should be cleared,
how it should be leveled, how it should be ditched, than to wait
until he has spent all his money and then tell him how he ought
to have done it? Let them give him the information in the first
instance. That is what I am seeking, and I am satisfied that
the department will be more than ready and anxious to give
that assistance if we strike out the word “ reclaimed” and
leave it “Ilands under the reclamation project.”

Mr. LAMB. Now, here ig ancther of the same questions I
asked before of my friend. The gentleman should have gone
and consulted Dr. Galloway, and if in his judgment that would
have answered the purpose better than the other and meet the
gentleman’s wishes, he would have done if, very likely—I do
not say positively—but the gentleman comes here now and asks
us to make this change in language which we are not prepared
to say is the best language or not.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
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Mr. LAMB. I ask for a vote.
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman withdraw his point of
order?

Mr. LAMB. I withdraw the point of erder and ask for a vote.

Mr. MANN. As I understand the point of order, it is that the
gentleman proposes to put another proposition in the para-
graph.

Mr. LAMB. That is what I eclaim, and I do not think the
committee will stand for it.

Mr. RAKER. I want to make this suggestion to the gentle-
man from Illinois, that all land that is subject to irrigation or
reclamation under the reclamation project must, if the law is
carried out, eventually be reclaimed. Reclamation means irri-
gation.

Mr. MANN. Suppose it is reclaimed. This is a question of
utilizing the land reclaimed, and the moment it is reclaimed it
is like land in the gentleman’s State or my State; it is plowed up
and it is under eultivation.

The question comes as to how is the best way fo utilize it, and |
out there they need them to meet these problems at once that '

are not met anywhere else. With alkali lands various proposi-
tions come up as to what can be raised on the soil under irriga-
tion. It is just as important to study that as it is to study the
use of the soil anywhere else. It has to be utilized. People go

out under the impression that they can go on a piece of irri-.

gated land—an impression gained through the advertisements
that they get—and turn the water on and off as they please,
and raise such crops as they please. There is nothing further
from the truth.

Mr. RAKER. Will not the gentleman from Illinois yield to
a question?

Mr. MANN. Certainly.

Mr. RAKER. Is not the very purpose of the Government’s
reclamation project that of putting every acre of land that is
included in the project of irrigation under actual cultivation
and irrigation?

Mr. MANN. Assume that that is the case, then what?

Mr. RAKER. Now, the question is, Ought not these men
that file upon this land before it is plowed and cultivated and
irrigated to have the information of how to get that land in
shape and what they could use it for? They could test it just
as well before it is plowed and irrigated, and even better, than
afterwards.

Mr. MANN. That is where the gentleman is mistaken.
There is not an irrigation project in the United States where
they can tell in advance of irrigating the land just what condi-
tions they will meet after the land is irrigated and cultivated.

Mr. RAKER. Obh, yes; by examination of the soil and
analysis of the water——

Mr. MANN. My information comes from scientific gentlemen
who fell me that, but I do not knew whether they are correct
or not.

Mr. RAKER. My information is from the University of Call-
fornia as to the soil, and atmosphere, and water, and you can
not get any better information than that.

Mr. MANN. We are just beginning to discover that it is not
a gimple problem.

The CHAIRMAN,
point of order?

Mr. LAMB. I make a point of order against it——

Mr. MANN: T thought the gentleman withdrew the point of
order and asked for a vote on it.

The CHAIRMAN. What is the ground of the gentleman’s
point of order?

Mr, LAMB. I waived the point of order and asked for a vote.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman proposes to strike out the word
“reclaim™ and make this apply to the reclamation act, not
merely the utilization of land. But I forget what the expression
wage which was used by the gentleman.

Mr. RAKER. “For investigations in connection with the
ptilization of land under the reclamation act.” Now, that in-
cludes every acre.

Mr. MANN. That was not what the gentleman had in his
amendment.

Mr. RAKER. I had first “the methods of reclamation and
Bl(:;;dying methods of clearing off lands under the reclamation
a ”

Mr, MANN. Which is the gentleman's amendment?

Mr. RAKER., To include after the word “of,” in line 13,
*“ studying methods of clearing off,” and striking ount the word
“reclaim,” in line 14.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I insist that is subject to a point
of order. That would read, * for the studying of methods for
clearing off land under the reclamation act.” Is that what the
gentleman means? Does he mean lands under the reclamation
act?

What is the ground of the gentleman's

ﬂ;‘{nc]iAKEB. Yes; all lands that may be under the reclama-
a

Mr. MANN. There is no provision under the reclamation act
for that. The question of studying lands under the reclamation
1f;.‘ct woclild be for studying lands in accordance with the reclama-

on a

Mr. RAKER. Oh, no.

Mr. MANN. That is what it means.

Mr. RAKER. The only question is that you let them study
the land after it is reclaimed instead of studying it before it is
reclaimed. That is all there is to it.

Mr. MANN. If the gentleman means the study of all land
which may be in some way affected by the reclamation act and
the clearing off of that land, of course it applies to a vast
quantity of land not owned by the Government?

To study the clearing off of private lands would be subject to
a point of order, in my opinion, and we have no right to make
an appropriation for that purpose if gentlemen propose to study
the clearing off of private lands.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is of opinion that to strike out
the word “reclaim” might go beyond anything that could be
called purely agricultural. The point of order is therefore sus-
tained.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, which
I send to the Clerk’s desk and ask fo have read. It is to be in-
serted after line 16 of page 22,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Hawrey].

The Clerk read as follows:

After line 16, ga,ga 22, insert the following: “ For studying the meth-
ods of clem'lnﬁ off *logged-off ' lands with a view to their u tion for

gﬂcu‘ltﬂl‘&l. oﬂlcultural, vltlcultural and dairying purposes, and for
utilization of by-products arlsing in the process of clearing, $5,000.”

Mr. LEVER. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order against
the amendment.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I make a point of order against that,
Mr, Chairman,

The CHAIRMAN. What is the gentleman's point of order?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I make the point of order, Mr. Chair-
man, that it is not in order, first, because it is not germane in
this portion ef the bill. These items are under the Bureau of
Plant Industry, and the item for clearing off “logged-off " lands
is not germane to the work of the Bureau of Plant Industry.

Mr. RAKER. Mr., Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York yield
to the gentleman from California?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes.

Mr. RAKER. I wish to ask the gentleman from New York
this: If they do that for the purpose of agriculture, is it not
the same as studying the effects of the boll weevil upon cotton?

Mr. FITZGERALD. That has nothing to do with this ques-
tion. We are discussing the question whether, under the rules
of the House, this amendment is in order at this particular
point. Then, Mr. Chairman, whatever may be said as to whether
the study of the methods of clearing off “ logged-off ” lands with a
view to their utilization for agricultural purposes comes within -
the authority conferred upon the department under the organie
act, certainly investigations for the utilization of by-products
arising in the process of clearing are hardly investigations
which are to be utilized in the advancement of agriculture.

I insist that there are a number of decisions which hold that
even if a particular item be germane to the bill itself, it must
be offered fto that portion of the bill to which it is germane.
The items now under consideration by the committee are under
the general heading of the “Bureau of Plant Industry,” on
page 15 of the bill. Unless this item is germane to the work of
the bureau it is not in order at this place. [Cries of “Rule!™
“ Rl]le ' "]

The CHAIRMAN. To what division of the bill does the gen-
tleman think this amendment should apply?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I am not required to answer that ques-
tion, Mr. Chairman. This part of the bill, however, refers to
the Bureau of Plant Industry, which has certain definite func-
tions, This proposed provision is to enable an investigation to
be made for the purpose of studying methods of clearing oftf
“logged-off ” lands. It is hardly proper or necessary for me, in
order to sustain the contention that I make, that this amend-
ment is not in order at this point, to furnish information to
gentlemen as to what particular part of the bill it would be in
order upon. Those questions can be determined as they arise.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that this
amendment is germane to this portion of the bill, inasmuch as
the Department of Agriculture deals with the question of the
utilization of soils and the growing of plants and trees and all
other matters relating to products from the soil. It is just as
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germane as the paragraph before it, which has always been
held to be in order.

As to the point made against the second portion of the para-
graph, regarding by-products, that is just as germane as the
fiber-plant investigation, the investigations of corn' fiber for
making paper, or a thousand other Iinvestigations that the
bureau is earrying on.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman does not consider that
the investigation of methods of clearing logged-off lands would
properly come within the jurisdiction or the province of’the
Bureau of Plant Industry?

Mr. HAWLEY. I still maintain that the question of utiliza-
tion of the by-products, whatever they may be, stumps or sec-
ond growth, and so on, so that the greatest advantage may be
derived from such lands, is just as germane to this portion of
the bill as the utilization of corn fiber, flax fiber, or a thousand
other investigations which the Bureau of Plant Industry is con-
stantly making, and I insist that the amendment is in order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is of the opinion that the study
of methods of preparing logged-off lands for agriculture, horti-
eulture, and so forth, wounld be within the general scope of agri-
cultural purposes and would be germane to this bill at some
place in it. With the single exception of the dairying purposes
mentioned, all of the purposes mentioned are connected with the
plant industry.

The point of order is overruled. The question is on the
amendment of the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY].

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment
will not be adopted. If there be any department of the Govern-
ment which is active in prosecuting investigations of value to
those interested in agriculture, it is the Department of Agricul-
ture. If there be any department of the Government which is
quick to request Congress for assistance in order to enable it
to conduct investigations which would be valuable to those in-
terested in agrienlture, it is the same department. No estimate
was submitted for this appropriation. No request is made by
the Department of Agriculture for this appropriation, but, ac-
cording to the statement of the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
Hawrey], it appears that certain land companies in the North-
west and the far West have bought up great tracts of land
over which the lumbermen have conducted their operations, and
it is now desired that the assistance of the Federal Government
be given fo enable them to determine how best they may utilize
the lands and best dispose of the property. It seems to me that
there must be some place where the line should be drawn.
There should be some point at which those who have aequired
lands or have some interest in lands shall bear the expense in-
cident to their ownership, without saddling the entire cost on
the Federal Government.

Mr. HAWLEY. My purpose in mentioning the lumber com-
pany was because, as I explained later, that one company had
agreed to contribute to the assistance of the Government in
making these investigations. If the department was authorized
to make the investigations, they agreed to contribute a sum of
money just as a donation, which they could not make if the
department was not authorized to make the investigation.

Mr., FITZGERALD. I understand the position of the gentle-
man. The provision as originally incorporated in the bill pro-
vided for cooperation not only with companies but with States
and individuals. If this land company desires this investiga-
tion, why should it not hire the experts rather than ask the
investigation made by some one connected with the Department
of Agriculture and thus utilize the department and its investiga-
tion for the purpose of advertising the lands for sale much to
the misfortune very likely of those who will be induced to
invest in them? The inquiry now being conducted as to certain
investigations made by the Department of Agriculture regard-
ing the value of lands under certain conditions in certain por-
tions of the country shounld at least induce this House not to
encourage a possible repetition of the same conditions.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I yield.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Do I understand that these lands have been
bought by corporations and others and that they now want the
Government, at public expense, to show them how to make
money out of their enterprise?

Mr. FITZGERALD. That seems to be the project. Here are
these lands upon which there has been heavy timber. The
timber has been cut and, unlike the early pioneers in this coun-
try and others who have acquired lands upon which the timber
was standing and from which it has been cut, instead of clear-
ing the lands and utilizing them for agricultural purposes, these
owners believe that because the stumps are somewhat larger
in these particular sections than v were in others that they
should have the assistance of the Federal Treasury and Federal

experts to do what all other classes of persons interested in land
have done from the very first settlement of this country. It
seems to me we ought to halt at some place, and this is one place.
The department not having found any necessity for this enter-
prise, not having requested the appropriation, not having esti-
mated for it, it seems to me the committee should not force the
appropriation upon the department.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I do not understand the
reasonableness of this suggestion. In my own State, where the
Government owns no land and never has, there are millions of
acres of these cleared lands, of what was timberland that has
been cut off, denuded of the commercial timber, that has gone
into farms. It is sold to farmers. Cotton and other produce
is grown on it, and they never thought, as far as I am ad-
vised, of asking advice from the Government, or from any
other source, as to how they were going to work to cultivate
the soil and make a living. I can not see how the people of
the West should require any more information than they do In
Texas.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
the gentleman from Oregon a question.

Mr. HAWLEY. The gentleman will have to get the permis-
gion of the gentleman from Texas, who has the floor.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Go ahead.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. In Missouri we sometimes blow the
stumps out with dynamite and sometimes we pull them out with
a stump puller. :

Mr. HAWLEY. How are you going to pull out a stump that
is 12 feet in diametér with a stump puller?

Mr. SLAYDEN. Dynamite will do it.

Mr., HATWLEY. That is what we want to find outf, what is
the best way. !

Mr. SLAYDEN. Obh, I will tell you that and save the $5,000.
[Laughter.]

Mr. HAWLEY. Now, the gentleman from Texas asked the
gentleman from New York a question a moment ago which
was hardly fair to the situation in the final result.

Mr. SLAYDEN. The unfairness was in the reply of the
gentleman from New York, not in the question, I hope.

Mr. HAWLEY. I say in the result. The lands are own
as you know, by large companies, who have cut off the timber
and have no further use for them.

Mr. SLAYDEN, They do not give them away, do they?

Mr. HAWLEY. No; they have sold some and some have gone
to the county for taxes; they have not paid the taxes on them,
They are lying waste and idle. Large areas have passed into
the hands of private ownership for grazing purposes. They are
rich lands and are valuable if they can be cleared at a reason-
able cost. Is it any more unreasonable to ask the Government
to instruct us how to utilize these lands than it is for the Gov-
ernment to instruct the farmers in the South—which I am
heartily in favor of—how to guard against the ravages of the
boll weevil or the Texas cattle tick?

Mr. SLAYDEN. I will say, in all frankness, that long ago I
came to the conclusion that the investigations of the Govern-
ment with reference to the holl weevil were not very valuable,
I do not know so much about the investigations in regard to the
cattle tick.

Mr. HAWLEY. We make a large appropriation for that pur-
pose, and it is no more unreasonable for us to ask for this
service than it is to appropriate for that service. These lands
would be worth $500 an acre if cleared.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Then I would spend that $5,000 myself, if I
was the owner.

Mr. HAWLEY. Well, it might cost that amount to clear 1
acre of land.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
two words. Mr. Chairman, in relation to the statement made
by the gentleman from Oregon, I want to say that he has made
it clear and specific as to the difference of these lands and those
where small trees have grown. You go into the redwood dis-
trict and you will find trees or the stumps of them 12 to 28
feet in diameter. How does that compare with little trees 2% feet
or 18 inches in diameter? These men have been experimenting
for years. These lands are owned by private owners, and we
want to show them how to improve the rest of the land. They
have been advised to blow these stumps out, and have tried it,
but they have not made a success. Why should not the Govern-
ment give some assistance to the owners of these lands and
assist them in Information as to how to till their soil to make
it more valuable just like you do in every other item in the
bill? Reading back for five pages you will find every one of
these items is for the purpose of showing the farmer how to
do better work.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. RAKER. Certainly.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Does the gentleman think that anybody
who owns 160 acres of land from which has been cut redwood
timber 28 or 30 feet in diameter is in any great necessity for
assistance from the Government as to how to utilize that land?

Mr. RAKER. In what way?

Mr, FITZGERALD. Financially.

Mr. RAKER. The owners of the land and of the timber that
has been cut off have moved to Wall Street. The man that
owned the land is not there now.

Mr. FITZGERALD, He has more sense than the man who
remains there.

Mr. RAKER., No; he has not. The bone and the sinew is
in the country. The men in this country are working to build
up the country, raising stuff by which we can supply those liv-
ing in the large cities. You have spent over a million dollars
for investigations here, and the very time you come to a new
one, when you come to hundreds of thousands of acres of this
redwood land in California and Oregon, then you raise the cry
of private ownership; yet when we turn back to the very next
item above this we find you expending $69,000 for investigating
private lands under reclamation projects. Why can you not
expend $5,000 to investigate lands in redwood and spruce
stumps?

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I mova to close debate on the
pending paragraph and all amendments thereto.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen-
tleman from Virginia to close debate on the paragraph and all
amendments thereto.

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Oregon.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Hawiey) there were—ayes 17, noes 20.

So the amendment was rejected,

The Clerk read as follows:

For continuing the necessary improvements to establish and maintain
a general experiment farm and agricultural station on the Arlington
estate, in the State of Virginia, in accordance with the provisions of
the act of Congress a]gproved April 18, 1900, and for other general
horticultural investigations, $36,920.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. What has become of the testing garden at Brownsville?

Mr. LEVER. Mr. Chairman, I will say to the gentleman
from Illinois that it is carried in another part of the bill under
the language of the introduction of forelgn seeds, plants, and
the like.

Mr. MANN. Why should it be transferred to an indefinite
appropriation, where nobody can locate it, instead of having a
definite appropriation in the bill that is specific?

Mr. LAMB. For the-reason that the South Texas garden is
conducted under the office of foreign seed and plant introduc-
tion and stands on the same basis as the other gardens con-
duected by that department. The proposed change is in the
interest of good and better administration.

Mr. MANN. On what page is the other item?

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the chairman of
the committee a question?

Mr. LAMB. Certainly.

Mr. GARNER. It is not the intention of the committee to
abandon the work being done at the South Texas garden, is it?

Mr. LAMB. No. Li

Mr. MANN. That remains to be seen.

Mr. GARNER. That is what I concluded. DPossibly, if you
get the discretionary power placed in the Agricultural Depart-
ment, there might be some question about this,

Mr. MANN. I want to see whether they have increased the
appropristion anywhere else. It is easy to say that a thing is
transferred. Where is the appropriation that covers it?

Mr. LEVER. I will read from the hearings:

Mr. LEveEr. 1 notlee at the bottom of page 31 an increase from
$52,000 to $58,000.

Dr. GAaLroway., That Is owing to the fact that we took the Browns-
yille garden item and combined it with the seed and plant introduction
work, where It properly Dbelonged.

Mr. MAGUIRE. Do you gather those seeds from all over the count
and from different sections of the countrj—different climatic cong-
tions? What 1s your method of gathering seeds?

Dr. GALLoWAY. For the ordinary congressional dlstribution——

Mr. MANN. Permit me to interrupt. The appropriation for
Brownsville testing station is $11,260. In the first place, you
have reduced the amount for seeds from $289,000 to $285,000,
and that is what you propose to have take care of the Browns-
ville testing garden, although the appropriation is reduced. Out
of that you propose to have $58,740 for the foreign infroduction
of plants, and so forth. That is an increase of $5,250, or there-
ahouts, over the present appropriation, which is not sufficient
to take care of Brownsvillee. What is proposed to be done?

Mr. LAMB. I asked that question:
The CHAIRMAN. “ For th aint "
IeaI\;e tléat St : r the maintenance of a testing garden you
r. GALLOWAY. Yes; we have combined thls garden originally at
Brownsvyille with the fore!gn seed and plant lutroguct!on woxgk. !
I read now from the Project Book:

This work includes the propagation of such new plant material as
can be distributed from Brownsville to any part of the Gulf coast and
other regions in the South—the testing out of such plants as have a
good chance of succeeding in that portion of Texas.

If he did not have sufficient money to do this, I claim that
he would not have been preparing his plans, and these are
nothing but his plans, for doing it. It is a blanket appropria-
tion, and we can not say exactly what Dr. Galloway proposes,
but we know he has the matter wellin hand.

Mr. MANN. ILet us get down to brass tacks on this and see.
The appropriation referred to is included in the appropriation
for congressional seed, part of the same appropriation. In the
first place, you segregate out of the congressional appropriation
a certain amount for foreign-plant introduction. Now, you have
reduced the appropriation for both purposes in this bill from
existing law, although the present appropriation does not
include the $11,200 for Brownsville. You make an appropriation
for congressiongl seed and for the foreign-plant introduction,
including Brownsville, and make the appropriation less than
it is now, although the present appropriation does not include
Brownsville. I want the gentleman to explain that if he can.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, LEVER. In answer to the gentleman from Illinois,. it
seems we are not able to lay our fingers on the very proposi-
tion—

Mr. MANN. I can lay my fingers on the proposition we are
talking about; that is at the top of page 26.

Mr. LEVER. At the top of page 26, where the appropriation
is $58,000.

Mr. MANN. That is the appropriation that Dr. Galloway is
talking about; that is the foreign-plant introduction appropria-
tion, and that is the one segregated from the congressional seed
appropriation. If you have given all that they ask, I have
not anything further to say.

Mr. LEVER. I will say, as a matter of fact, we have given
every cent on that proposition that they have asked. I can not
put my finger on the exact explanation of it, but in good con-
science I will say to the gentleman we have given every cent
asked on that proposition.

Mr. GARNER. If I understand the gentleman, there is no
intention of abandoning the work at the Brownsville garden?

Mr. LEVER. Absolutely none.

Mr. LAMB. I can further answer the gentleman—is the
gentleman satisfied?

Mr. MANN. I am satisfied until we get to the item where it
comes up.

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment will be con-
gidered as withdrawn, and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Purchase and distribution of valuable seeds: For purchase, propaga-
tion, testing, and distribution of wvaluable seeds, bulbs, trees, shrubs,
vines, cuttings, and plants; all necessary office fixtures and supplies,
fuel, transportation, per, twine, gum, postal eards, gas, electric cur-
rent, rent outside of the District of Columblia, official traveling expenses,
and all necessary material and repairs for putting up and distributing
the same; for repairs and the employment of local and special agents,
clerks, assistants, and other labor required, in the city of Washington
and elsewhere, $285,680, of which amount not less than §226,040 shall
be allotted for congressional distribution. And the Secretary of Agri-
culture is hereby directed to expend the said sum, as nearly as prac-
ticable, in the purchase, testing, and distribution of such valuable seeds,
bulbs, shrubs, vines, cuttings, and plants, the best he can obtain® at

ubli¢ or private sale, and such as shall be suitable for the respective
ocalities to which the same are to be apportioned, and in which same
are to be distributed as hereinafter stated, and such seeds so purchased
ghall include a variety of vegetable and flower seeds suitable for plant-
ing and culture in the varlous sections of the United States. An equal
proportion of five-sixths of all seeds, bulbs, shrubs, vines, cuttings, and
plants shall, upon their request, after due notification by the SBecretary
of riculture that the allotment to their respective districts is ready
for distribution, be supplied to Senators, Representatives, and Delegates
to Congress for distribution among their constituents, or mailed by the
department upon the receipt of their addressed franks, in packages of
such weight as the Secretary of Agriculture and the Postmaster General
may Jjointly determine: Provided, however, That upon each envelope
or wrapper containing packages of seeds the contents thereof shall be
lainly indicated, and the Secretary shall not distribute to any Senator,
B.epresentatlve. or Delegate seeds entirely unfit for the elimate and
locality he represents, but shall distribute the same so that each Mem-
ber may have seeds of equal value, as near as may be. and the best
ada tedy to the locality he represents: Provided, also, That the seeds
aiio?ted to Senators and Representatives for distribution in the districts
embraced within the twenty-fifth and thirty-fourth parallels of latitude
ghall be ready for delivery not later than the 10th day of Januoary:
Provided, also, That any portion of the allotments to Benators, Repre-
sentatives, and Delegates in Congress remaining unecalled for on the
1st day of April shall be distributed by the Secretary of Agriculture,
iving preference to those persons whose names and addresses have been

rnished by Senators and Representatives In Congress, and who have
not before during the same season been supplied by the department:
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Andmvuadauo,l‘hnthesemtm;ylhdl report, as provided in this
act, the place, quantity, and price of seeds purchased, and the date of
purchase; but nothing in this paragraph shall be construed to prevent
the Secretary of Agrieulture from s g seeds to those who apply for
And the amount herein appropriated shall not be diverted

ithe same.
or used for any other purpose but for the purchase, testing, gmmsa-
tion, and distribution of valuable seeds, bulbs, mulberry and other rare

and valuable trees, shrubs, vines, cuttings, and plants: Provided fur-
e erienitine’ ahal. dimect. a7 be sl bo catlact, parchase, &est,
of A re re y be ;
pmpagtc. and distribute raremf:nd valuable seeds, bulbs, trees, shrubs,
vines, enttings, and plants from foreign countries or from our es-
gions for experiments with reference to their introdmction into and
cultivation in this country, and same shall not be distributed generally,
but shall be used for experimental tests, to be carried on with the coop-
eration of the agricultural experiment stations.

Total for Burean of Plant Industry, $2,089,900.

Mr. MANN, Mr. PAGE, and Mr. LAMB rose.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I suggest the absence of a quo-
rum.
Mr. PAGE. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amendment.

Mr. LAMB. I move that the committee rise.

Mr. PAGE. Will the gentleman permit my amendment to be
read?

Mr. LAMB. I will withdraw the motion for the present.

The CHATRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Btrike out the paragraph heﬁgmmg on line 16, on e 23, and ending

with line 10, on e 26, and insert in lien thereof the following:
“ Parchase an istribution of rare and valoable seeds and plants:
For pureh testing, and distribution of rare and valuable

g:_'gepagation.
seeds, bulbs, 2, shrubs, vines, cuttings, and plants from foreign
conntries or from our possessions for experimenting with reference to
their introduction into and cultivation in this country, and same shall
be for experimental tests, to be carried on with the cooperation
of the agrieultural experiment station, $58,740.”

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order.

Mr. MANN. It is not subject to a point of order.

Mr. PAGE. I do not think it is subject to the point of order.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise, .

The gquestion was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the Chair, Mr. Borraxp, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 18960,
the Agriculture appropriation bill, and had come to no resolu-
tion thergon.
ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL,

Mr! CRAVENS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that this day they had presented to the President of
the United States for his approval the following bill :

H. R.13570. An act to amend an act entitled “An act granting
to certain employees of the United States the right to receive
from it compensation for injuries sustained in the course of
their employment,” approved May 30, 1908.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, Mr, CoNNELL was granted leave of

absence for 10 days, on account of illness in his family.
EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the REcoRD,

Mr. LEVER. Mr. Speaker, I make the same request.

The SPEAKER. TIs there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

Mr. MANN. In connection with the request of the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. ANpesoN] I ask that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr, HayEs] also have consent to extend his remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none and it is so ordered.

SOME OF PRESIDENT TAFT'S PROGRESSIVE POLICIES.

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, this is a good time to take account
of the national welfare as it is viewed by the President of the
United States in the discharge of his official responsibilities.
What President Taft has done, what his administration is do-
ing, and what more it will do if Congress adopts the recom-
mendations for constructive and progressive legislation may be
Jearned from the messages which he has submitted since Con-
gress met in December. I take this means of drawing atten-
tion to some of the more important subjects on which the Presi-
dent has communicated his views, and as the best way of doing
this I quote his own language.

TRUSTS AND THE RIGHT OF COMPETITION.

In his message of December 5, 1911, on the Sherman antitrust
law, the President said:

In May last the Supreme Court handed down decisions In the suits in
further intenan

eT:dty bmn%ht by the United States to enjoln the ma ce
of the Standard Oil Trust and of the American Tobacce Trust and to
secure their dissolution. e decisions are epoch and serve to
advise the business world authoritatively of

scope operation of

the antitrust act of 1890. The declsions do not
tial way from the previous decisions of the court in construing and
?‘g?ghg this im t statute, but they clarify those decisions by

er defining the already admitted exceptions to the literal construc-

in any substan-

tion of the act. By the decrees they furnish a useful p t as to
the proper methed of dealing with f‘iie capital and prope: of illegal
trusts. These decisions su the need and wisdom of additional or

supplemental legislation to make it easier for the entire business com-
munity to square with the rule of action and legality thus finally estab-
lished and to preserve the benefit, freedom, spur of reasouable
competition without loss of real efficiency or progress.

- L] L - = L] L

Much is said of the re of this statute and of constructive legisla-
tion intended to accomplish the and blaze a clear path for hon-
est merchants and business men te follow. It may be that such a plan
will be evolved, but I submit that the discussions which have been
brought out In recent days by the fear of the continued execution of the
~antitrust law have Jnod-uced nothing but glittering generalities and have
offered no line of distinction or rule of action as definite and as clear
a:a tﬁ;&t which the Supreme Court itself lays down in enforcing the
B B, .

I see no objection—and, indeed, I can see decided advantages—in the
enactment of a4 law which shall deseribe and denounce methods of com-
petition which are unfair and are badges of the unlawful purpose de-
nounced in the antitrust law. The attempt and purpose to suppress a
competitor by underselling him at a price so unprofitable as to drive
him out of buslness, or the making of exclusive contracts with custom-
ers under which they are reguired to give up association with other
manufacturers, and numerous kindred methods for stifling competition
and effecting monopoly, shonld be described with sufficient accuracy in
a criminal statute, on the one hand, to enable the Government to
shorten its task by proseeutlug single misdemeanors instead of an entire
conspiracy, and, on the other d, to serve the purpose of pointing out
more in detail to the business community what must be avoided.

1 renew the recommendation of the enactment of a general law pro-
viding for the voluntary formation of rations to engafe in trade
and commerce among the States and with foreign nations. .

& L L - - - -

The opportunity thus sux%ested for Federal incorporation, it seems to
me, is suitable constructlve legislation needed to facilitate the squaring
of great industrial enterpmises to the rule of action laid down by the
antitrust law. This statute, as construed by the Supreme Court, must
continue to be the line of distinction for legitimate business, It must
be enforced, unless we are to banish individualism from all business and
reduce it to one common system of regulation or control of prices like
that which now prevalls with respect to public utilities, and which
whf:.tl applied to all business would be a long step toward State
socialism, 5

The antitrust act is the expresslon, of the effort of a freedom-loving

ple to preseﬂ‘r;o equality of oppo:&.nlty. It is the result of the con-

-fident de n of such a people to maintain their future growth
E\' preserving uncontrolled and unrestricted the enterprise of the indl-
dual, his industry, his ingenuity, his intelligence, his independent
ccurage. i
- L] - L] - L -

THE INCREASED COST OF LIVING.

The President in his message of February 2, 1912, proposing
an international commission to look into the cause for the high
prices of the necessities of life, said:

o, PO 2 dot b el commlstn col s oot
uch unpreju exper vestigation o
economie facts, that a great deal of w valuabte light could be shed
upon the reasons for the high prices that have so distressed the people
of the world and information given upon which action might be taken
to reduce the cost of living. * *

For some years past the high and steadily increasing cost of livi
has been a matter of such grave public concern that I deem it of grea
ublic interest that an international conference be prosed at this time
or the p of preparing plans, to be subm to the varlous Gov-
ernments, an_internation: lm;lulry into the high cost of living, Its
extent, causes, eff and ble remedies. 1 therefore recommend
that, to enable the President to invite fo Governments to such a
conference, to be held at Wash n or elsewhere, the Congress provide
an appropriation, not to ex $20,000, to defray the expenses of
P ration and of participation by the United States.
numerous investigations on the subject, officlal

made in various countries, such as Austria, Belgium,
France, Germany, Great Eritain, Italy, the Netherlads, and the United
States, have themselves strongly demonsirated the need of further
study of world-wide sco; Those who have conducted these investiga-
tions have found that t tgheuomenan of rising prices is almost If not
E:lte general throughout the world, but they are in the attempt
trace the causes by the impossibility of making any accurate inter-
national comparisons. This is becnuml in sg}lbe of the number of in-
vestigations already made, we are still without adequate data and
because as yet no two coun estimate their price levels on the same
basis or by the same methods.
- * L L] L] L] -

REVISION OF THE WOOL TARIFF.

The President in communicating to Congress the report of
the Tariff Board on Schedule K in his message of December 20,
1911, gave expression to these views:

I now herewith submit a report of the Tariff Board on Schednle K,
The board is unanimous in its findings. On the basis of these findin
I now recommend that the Congress proceed to a consideration of th
scltledule with a view to its revision and a general reduction of its
rates.

® L ] ® - Ll * 2

The report shows in detail the difficulties involved in attempting to
state in categorical terms the cost of wool production and the great
differences in cost as between different regions and different types of
wool. It is found, however, that, taeking all varieties in account, the
average cost of ction for the whole American clip is higher than
the cost In the chief competing country by an amount somewhat less
than the grasent duaty.

The findings of the board show that in this Industry the actual manu-
facturing cost, aside from the question of the price of materials, 1s
much higher in this country than it is abroad; that in the making of
yarn and cloth the domestic woolen or worsted manufacturer has in
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eneral no advantage In the form of superlor machlner% or more efficlent
Fabor to offset the higher wages paid in this country. The findings show
that the cost of turning wool into yarn in this country is about double
that in the leading competing country, and that the of turning yarn
into ecloth is somewhat more than double. TUnder the protectlve pollcy
a great Industry, involving the welfare of hundreds of thousands of
people, has been established despite these handicaps.

In recommending revislon and reduction I therefore urge that action
be taken with these facts in mind, to the end that an important and es-
tablished industry may not be jeopard

- . ] » L] - ™

It is no part of the function of the Tariff Board to Pmpo@e rates of
duty. Their function is merely to present findings of fact on which
rates of duty may be fairly determined in the light of adequate knowl-
edge in accord with the economic pollcy to be followed. This is what
the present report does.

The findings of fact by the board show ample reason for the revislon
downward of Schedunle K, in accord with the protective prineciple, and

resent the data as to relative costs and prices from which may be

etermined what rates will fairly equalize the difference in groducﬂon

costs, 1 recommend that such rgvislon be proceeded with at once.
FOREIGN TRADE RELATIONS,

In his message of December T, 1911, the President had this to
say concerning the tariff and foreign trade relations:

While the double tariff feature of the tarilf law of 1909 has been
amply justified by the results achleved in removing former and pre-
venting new undue discriminations against American commerce, 1? is
believed that the time has come for the amendment of this feature of
the law in such way as to provide a graduated means of meeting
varying degrees of discriminatory treatment of American commerce in
foreign countries as well as to protect the financial interests abroad of
American cltizens against arbitrary and injurious treatment on the
part of foreign governments through either legislative or administrative
measures,

It would also seem desirable that the maximum tariff of the United
States should embrace within its purview the free list, which is not the
case at the present time, in order that it might have reasonable sig-
nificanee to the governments of those countries from which the
lmpnrtatilons into the United States are confined virtually to articles on
he free list.

X The fiscal year ended June 30, 1911, shows great progress in the
development of American trade. It was noteworthy as marking the
highest record of exports of American gomducts to foreign. countri
the valuation being in excess of $2,000,000,000. These exports show
a gain over the preceding year of more than $300,000,000.

- - L . = -
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As I have indicated, it is increasingllly clear that to obtain and malin-
tain that eguity and substantial equality of treatment essential to the
ﬂour]shlngﬂ}uregn trade, which becomes year by year more Important
to the industrial and commercial welfare of the United States, we
should have a flexibility of tarif sufficient for the glve and take of
negotiation by the Department of State on behalf of our commerce and
industry.

I nergd hardly reiterate the conviction that there should speedily be
built up an American merchant marine. This Is necessary to assure
favorable transportation facllities to our great ocean-borne commerce
as well as to supplement the Navy with an adequate reserve of ships
and men. It would have the economic advantage of keeping al home
part of the vast sums now paid forel shipplnﬁ for carrying American
goods. All the great commercial nations pay heavy subsidies io thelr
merchant marine, so that it is obvious that without some wise ald from
the Congress the United States must lag behind in the matter of mer-
chant marine in Its present anomalous position.

PROVISIONS FOR PANAMA CANAL TRAFFIC.

After describing the very satisfactory progress made on the
Panama Canal the President, in his message of December 21,
1911, said:

1 renew mf recommendation with respect to the tolls of the canal
that within limits which shall seem wise to Congress the power of
fixing tolls be given to the President. In order to arrive at a proper
conclusion there must be some experimenting, and this can not be done
%f C(]mgresa does not delegate the power to one who can act expedi-

ously.

1 nil very confident that the United States has the power to relieve
from the payment of tolls any part of our shipping that Congress deems
wise, We own the canal. It was our money that built 1t. We have
the right to charge tolls for its use. Those tolls must be the same to
everyone ; but when we are dealing with our own ships the practice of
many governments of subsidizing their own merchant vessels is so well
established in general that a subsidy equal to the tolls, an equivalent
remission of tolls, ean not be held to be a discrimination in the use of
the canal. The practice In the Suez Canal makes this clear. The ex-

riment in tolls to be made by the President would doubtiess disclose

ow great a burden of tolls the coastwise trade between the Atlantle
and the Pacific coasts could bear without preventing its usefulness in
competition with the transcontinental railroads. One of the chief
reasons for building the canal was to set up this competition and to
bring the two shores closer together as a lf)racﬂcal trade problem. It
may be that the tolls will have to be wholly remitted. I do not think
this is the best prinelple, because I belleve that the cost of such a
Guvernment work as the Panama Canal ought to be imposed gradually
but certainly upon the trade which it creates and makes possible, So
far as we can, consistent with the development of the world's trade
gmugﬁ the canal and the benefit which it was intended to secure to

e east and west coastwise trade, we ought to labor to secure from the
canal tolls a sufficient amount ultimately to meet the debt which we
have assumed and to pay the interest.

POSTAL BAVINGS BISTEM AND PARCEL POST.

In the message of the same date the President reviewed the
success of the postal savings system as follows:

On January 3, 1911, postal savings depositorles were established ex-
perimentally in 48 States and Territories. After three months’ suc-
cessful operation the system was extended as rapldly as feasible to the
7,500 post offices of the first, second, and third classes constituting the
Eresident[nl grade. By the end of the year practically all of these will

ave been designated, and then the system will be extended to all
fourth-class post offices doing a money-order business,
L - ® L] * - L ]

The deposits have kept pace with the extension of the system.

Amounting to only $60,6562 at the end of the first month's operation In

the mental offices, they Increased to $679,310 by July, and now,
after 11 months of operation, have reached a total of $11 005,000.- This
gum is distributed among 2,710 banks, and protected under the law by
nds deposited with the Treasurer of the United States.
L] L] L L] ®

The depositors thus far number approximately 150,000. They In-
clude 40 nationalities, native Americans largely pradumlnat!ng. and
English and Itallans coming next.

The President renewed his previous recommendations for a
g;arcel post and called especial attention to the expected benefit

reducing the cost of living in the following language:

SLePa should be taken immediately for the establishment of a rural
parcel po o AL

st.

It is hoped that Con will authorize the immediate establishment
of a limited parcel post on such rural routes as may be selected, pro-
vi for the delivery alon%' the routes of parcels not exceedi
pounds, which is the weight limit for the International parcel post, or
at the tfnost office from which such route emanates, or on another route
emana from the same office. Such preliminary service will prepare
the way for the more thorough and comprehensive Inquiry contemplated
in asking for the appropriation mentioned, enable the department to
gain definite information concerning the Eracucal operation of a gen-
eral system, and at the same time extend the benefit of the service to a
class of people who, above all others, are speclally in need of it.

The suggestion that we have a general parcel post has awakened
great opposition on the part of some who think that it will have the
effect to destroy the business of the country storekeeper. Instead of
doing this, I think the change wlll greatly increase business for the
benefit of all. The reduction in the cost of living it will bring about
ought to make its coming certain.

NATIONAL FINANCES AXND MONETARY REFORM.

In his message of the same date the President said that the
finav~ial condition of the Government, as shown at the close of
the 1ast fiscal year, June 30, 1911, was very satisfactory. The
interest-bearing debt of the United States on that date amounted
to $915,353,190. With reference to the high credit of the United
States it has been said:

The credit of thls Government was shown to be better than that of
any other Government by the sale of the Panama Canal 3 per cent
bonds. These bonds did not give their owners the privilege of using
them as a basis for bank-note circulation, nor was there any other
privilege extended to them which would affect thefr gemeral market
value. Their sale, therefore, measured the credit of the Government,
The premium which was realized upon the bonds made the actual in-
terest rate of the transaction 2.909 per cent. 7

Regarding monetary reform, among other things in this mes-
sage, the President said:

A matter of first Importance that will come before Congress for ac-
tion at this session is monetary reform. The Congress has itself ar-
ranged an early Introduction of this great question throughe the report
of its Monetary Commission. * *

It is exceed ngly fortunate that the wile and undisFuted policy of
maintaining unchanged the main features of our banking system ren-
dered it at once im ible to introduce a central bank; for a central
bank would certainly have been resisted, and a plan into which it
could have been Introduced would probably have been defeated. But
as a central bank could not be a part of the onl_\;dpinu discussed or
considered, that troublesome question is eliminated. And Ingenious
and novel as the proposed National Ieserve Association appears, it
simply is a logical outgrowth of what is best in our present system,
and is, in fact, the fulfillment of that system.

-
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I trust that all banks of the country possessing the requisite stand-
ards will be placed upon a footing of perfect equality of opportunity.
Both the national system and the State system should be falrly recog-
nized, leaving them eventually to coalesce, if that shall prove to be
their tendency. But such evolution can not develop impartially if the
banks of one system are given or permitted any advantages of oppor-
tunity over those of the other system. And I trust also that the new
lesislntlon will ecarefully and completely protect and assure the Indi-
viduality and the independence of eac nk, to the end that any
tendency there may ever be toward a consolidation of the money or
banking power of the Nation shall be defeated. "
= 1

= = - L -

With the present prospects of this long-awaited reform encouraging
us, it wounld singularly unfortunate if this monetary question shonld
by any chance become a party issue. And I sincerely hope it will hot.

ECONOMY AND EFFICIENCY,

In submitting the report of progress made in the inquiry into
the efficiency and economy of the methods of transacting publie
business, in his message of January 17, 1912, the President said:

Efficiency and economr in the Government service have been de-
manded with Increasing insistence for a generation. Real economy is
the resplt of efficient organization. By perfecting the organization
the same benefits may be obtalned at less expense. A reduction in the
total of the annual appropriations is not in itself a lpl'OOf of econo;lg.
glnce it Is often accompanied by a decrease in efficlency. The needs
of the Nation may demand a la increase of expenditure, yet to keep
the total appropriations within the expected revenue is necessary to the
maintenance of public eredit.
L] £ - L - L] L ]
The operations of the Government affect the interest of every person
living thin the jurisdiction of the United States. Its organization
embraces stations and centers of work located in every ecity and in
many local subdivisions of the country. Its gross expenditures amount
to nearly $1,000,000 annually. Includi the personnel of the Mili-
tary and Naval Establishments, more than 400,000 persons are re-
uired to do the work imposed by law upon the executive branch of the
overnment,
Ed - L] - L] L] »

Although earnest efforts have been put forth by administrative
officers and thongh manir special inquiries have been made by the
Congress, no exhaustive investigation has ever before been instituted
concerning the methods employed in the transaction of public business
with a view to the adoption of the practices and pr ure best fitted
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to secure the transaction of such business with maximum dispatch,
economy, and efficlency. ;

VWith large interests at stake, the Congress and the administration
have never had all the information which should be currently available
if the most intelligent direction is to be given to the business in hand.

I am convineed that results which are really worth while can not be
secured, or at least can be secured only in small part, through the

rosecution at irregular Intervals of special inguiries bearing on par-
icular services- or features of administration. The benefits thus ob-
tained must be but temporary. The problem of good administration is
not one that can be solved at one time. It is a continuously present
one.

In accordance with my instructions, the Commission on Economy and
Efficiency, which I organized to aid me in the inquiry, has directed its
efforts primarily to the formulation of concrete recommendations look-
ing to the betterment of the fundamental conditions under which dgov-
ernmental operations must be carried on. With a Dbasis thus laid, it
has proceeded to the prosecution of detailed studies of individual sery-
jees and classes of work and of particular practices and methods, push-
ing these studies as far, and covering as many points and services, as
the resources and time at its disposal have permitted.
. * * " »

L] -

The United States is the only great Nation whose Government is
operated without a budget. This fact seems to be more striking when
it is considered that budgets and budget procedures are the ontgrowth
of democratic doctrines and have had an important part in the develop-
ment of modern constitutional rights. The American Commonwealth
has suffered much from irresponsibility on the part of its governing
agencies. The constitutional purpose of a budget is to make govern-
ment responsive to public opinion and responsible for its acts.

A budget should be the means for getting before the legislative
branch, before the press, and before the people a definite annual pro-
gram of business to be financed; it should be in the nature of a pros-
pectus both of revenues and expenditures; it should comprehend every
relation of the Government to the people, wh%:;her with reference to the
raising of revenues or the rendering of service.

COMMISSION ON INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS.

In his message of February 2, 1912, in discussing industrial
relations, the President said:

The extraordinary growth of industry in the past two decades and its
revolutlonary changes have raised mew and vital questions as to the
relations between employers and wage earners which have become mat-
ters of ﬂpressing public concern. These questions have been somewhat
obscured by the profound changes in the relations between competing

roducers and Eroducers as a class and consumers—in other words, by

e changes which, among other results, have given rise to what is
commonly called the trust problem. The large-seale production charac-
teristie of modern industry, however, involves the one set of relations
no less than the other. ny interruption to the normal and peaceful
relations between employer and wage earner involves public discomfort
and in many cases public disaster. Such interruptions become, there-
fore, quite as much a matter of public concern as restraint of trade or
monocpoly.

Industrial relations concern the public for a double reason. We are
direc!l]y interested in the maintenance of peaceful and stable industrial
conditions for the sake of our own comfort and well-being ; but society
is equally interested, in its sovereign civic eapacity, in seeing that our
institutions are effectively maintaining justice and fair dealing between
all classes of citizens whose economic interests may seem to clash. * * #*

The gpecial investigations that have been made of recent industrial
conditions, whether private or official, have been fragmentary, incom-
plete, and at best only partially representative or typical. Their lessons,
nevertheless, are important, and until something comprehensive and
adcr!uate is available they serve a useful purpose, and they will neces-
sarily continue to be made. But unguestionably the time 1s now ripe
for a searching mthlllr into the subject of industrial relations which
shall be official, anthoritative, balanced, and well rounded, such as only
the Federal Government can successfully undertake. The present wide-
spread interest in the subject makes this an opportune time for an
investigation, which in any event can not long be postponed. It should
be ncnpartisan, comprehensive, thorough, patient, and courageous.

£ ® L L - L] -

PUBLICITY FOR RAILWAY SECURITIES.

The President, in transmitting, on December 11, 1911, the
report made by the Railroad Securities Commission, which was
appointed under the authority of the act to create a Commerce
Court, said that he heartily concurred in the recommendations
of the commission, and he urged that appropriate action be
taken to carry them into effect, The section of the commission’s
report in regard to publicity is as follows:

In ;lﬁare of any added Federal requirements concerning payment for
capital stock, your commission recommends the adoption of provisions
regarding puﬁl clty which will show the actual facts regarding stock and
bond issues in the several States and the consideration received therefor,
Any railroad doing interstate business which issues bonds or stocks
should be required by statute to furnish the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission at the time of the issue with a full statement of the details
of the Issue, the amount of the proceeds, and the purposes for which
the proceeds are to be used, followed In due time by an accounting for

such proceeds, as more fully hereinafter set forth.
- ® @ * » * -
* * ¢ FEvery company should be required to furnish to the Inter-

state Commerce Commission at specified dates a full statement, includ-
ing the names of the {mrtles concerned, of all financial transactions that
have taken place during the periods covered by the report, whether in
cash, in securities, or in other valuable considerations, and whether em-
braced in income account or outside of it. This statement should also
include the disposition of the surplus. Every company should be further
required to, compile for the information of its shareholders facts In
regard to the financial transactions of the company for its fiscal year of
such a character and in such form as the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion may direct.

LESSENING THE COST OF LITIGATION.

President Taft's positive views on simplifying legal procedure
and preventing delay and unnecessary cost of litigation were in-

XLVIIT—180

dicated in his message of December 21, 1911, In that message
the President said: -

In promotion of the movement for the prevention of delay and un-
necessary cost in litigation, I am glad to say that the Supreme Court
has taken steps to reform the present equity rules of the Federal courts,
and that we may in the near future expect a revigion of them which
will be a long step in the right direction. :

The American Bar Assoclation has recommended to Congress several
bills expediting procedure, one of which has already passed the House
unanimously February 6, 1911, This directs that no judgment should
be set aside or reversed or mew trial granted unless it appears to the
court, after an examination of the entire cause, that the error®com-
plained of has injuriously affected the substantial rights of the partles,
and also vaidea for the submission of issues of fact to a jur{, reserv-
ing questions of law for subsequent argument and decision. I hope this
bill will pass the Senate and ome law, for it will simplify the pro-
cedure at law.

Another bill to amend chapter 11 of the judieial code, in order to
avold errors in pleading, was presented by the same association, and one
enlarging the jurisdiction of the Bupreme Court, so as to ﬁ\ermlt that
court to examine, upon a writ of error, all cases in which any right
or title is clalmed under the Constitution, or any statute or trentl\;eot
the United States, whether the decision in the court below has been
against the right or title or in its favor. Both these measures are in
the interest of justice and should be passed. >

Mr. LAMB. Mr, Chairman, I would like to ask the gentleman
from Illinois, the leader of the minority, if we could not take
a recess until 8 o'clock for the purpose of going on with
this bill?

Mr. MANN. Ob, I think we are getting along as fast on this
bill as we usually do.

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, I move that the House do’ now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 31
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned to meet to-morrow, Wednes-
day, March 6, 1912, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Interior, sub-
mitting, by direction of the President, proposed amendment to
the estimate for an appropriation for surveying the public lands
as contained in the Book of Estimates for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1913 ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered
to be printed.

2, A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting copy of a communication from the Acting Secretary of
the Interior, submitting estimate of appropriation for incidental
expenses in office of ex officio secretary of the District of Alaska,
omitted in Book of Estimates for 1913 by inadvertence (H. Doc.
No. 593) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed.

3. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting copy of a communication from the Secretary of War,
submitting supplemental estimate of appropriation required by
War Department for increasing the capacity of Roeck Island
Arsenal for production of Field Artillery for the fiscal year 1913
(H. Doc. No. 592); to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

4. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting copy of a communication from the Acting Secretary of
the Interior, submitting estimate of appropriation for beginning
the construction of the Ganado Irrigation Project on the Navajo
Indian Reservation in Arizona (H. Doc. No. 591) ; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs and ordered to be printed.

5. A letter from the acting president of the Board of Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia, transmitting report of the
excise board of the District of Columbia for the license year
ended October 31, 1911 (H. Doe. No. 584) ; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia, from the Committee on the
Judiciary, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.
19418) to amend section 5 of an act entitled “An act to regulate
fees and costs, and for other purposes,” approved February 22,
1875, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a re-
port (No. 893), which said bill and report were referred to the
House Calendar. :

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, from the Committee on the Publie
Lands, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.




o868

CONGRESSIONAT, RECORD—HOUSHE,

MAroH B’g

20491) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to grant fug-
ther extension of time within which to make proof on desert-
land entries, reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 384), which said bill and report were referred
to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXIT, bills, resolutions, and memorials
weré introduced and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 21356) to repeal
the provisions of the Indian appropriation acts of June 21,
1906, and March 1, 1907, removing restrictions as to sale, in-
cumbrance, or taxation of allotments within the White Earth
Indian Reservation in the State of Minnesota; to the Commit-
tee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. SPARKMAN: A bill (H. R. 21357) amending section
32, chapter 1244, act of October 1, 1800, amending section 3302
of the Revised Statutes, as amended by section 16, of the act of
March 1, 1879; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KENT: A bill (H. R. 21358) to repeal section 3 of
an act entitled “An act in reference to the expatriation of eiti-
zens and their protection abroad,” approved March 2, 1907; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MORRISON: A bill (H. R. 21359) to amend the
postal laws and regulations pertaining to the second class of
mail matter; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

By Mr. YOUNG of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 21360) establishing
the pensionable disabilities of Civil War soldiers; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LAFFERTY: A bill (H. R. 21361) authorizing the
Secretary of the Interior within his discretion to exchange
desert lands for lands within national forests limits; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. JACKSON: A bill (H. R. 21362) to divest intoxicat-
Ing liquors of their interstate-commerce character; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FLOOD of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 21363) authorizing
the purchase of the Natural Bridge of Virginia; to the Com-
mittee on Agrieulture.

By Mr. EORBLY : A bill (H. R. 21364) authorizing the Seec-
retary of War to convert the regimental Army post at Fort
Benjamin Harrison, Ind., into a brigade post; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FIELDS: A bill (H. R. 21365) to provide for the
erection of a public building at Cynthiana, Ky.; to the Commit-
tee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 21366) provid-
ing for the adjustment of the claims of the States and Terri-
tories to lands within national forests; to the Committee on the
Public Lands.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: A bill (H. R. 21367) to
enable the city of Los Angeles, Cal., to carry out its plans for
the construction of municipal wharves, docks, slips, warehounses,
and other appliances for commerce and navigation in Los
Angeles Harbor, Cal.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. GRAHAM: A bill (H. R. 21368) for the immediate
relief of the sick, diseased, and destitute Chippewa Indians
within the White Earth Reservation in Minnesota; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Concurrent resolution (II. Con. Res.
42) to print 3,000 copies of Hearings No. 54 on House resolution
109; to the Committee on Printing.

By Mr. LAFFERTY : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 260) di-
recting that in the future expenditure of the reclamation fund
the President shall give a preference to those States that have
heretofore contributed more than they have received until reim-
bursed ; to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

By Mr. SIMMONS: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 261) provid-
ing for reference to the International Joint Commission of the
question of the pollution of the waters of Lake Erie and the
Niagara River; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 262)
creating a committee of Congress to investigate the building of
post roads in the United States; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 21369) granting
an increase of pension to Abraham D. Shidler; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 21870) granting an increase of pension to:
John J. Chrystler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21871) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Friar; to the Commitfee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R, 213872) granting an increase of pension to
William H. England; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 213873) granting an increase of pension to
John Herr; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21374) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Douglass; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21875) granting a pension to Frank A.
Pfefferle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. AUSTIN: A bill (H. R. 21376) for the relief of Bur-
rell F. Badgett; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. BARTHOLDT ; A bill (H. R. 21377) granting an in-
crease of pension fo Thomas B. Chapman; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

* By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 21878) granting an in-
crease of pension to William Wells; fo the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 21379) granting
an increase of pension to George Wagner; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21380) granting an increase of pension to
Verona Withans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a. bill (H. R. 21381) granting an increase of pension to
Elizabeth Henry Ball ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. COOPER: A bill (H. R. 21382) granting an increase
of pension to George Coulter; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions. :

By Mr. DICKINSON: A bill (H. R. 21383) granting an in-
crease of pension to Isaac D. Combs; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. DODDS: A bill (H. R. 21384) granting a pension to
Augusta Schlader; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DRAPER: A bill (H. R. 21385) granting an increase
g[t pension to James A. Buck; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons.

By Mr. DANIEL A. DRISCOLL: A bill (H. R. 21386) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Paul Hirchfield; to the Committee
on Imvalid Pensions.

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 21387) restoring the name of
Charlotte Judd to the pension roll; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. FIELDS: A bill (H. R. 21388) for the relief of James
T. F. Carney; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R.,21389) granting a pension to H. Clay
Stone; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21390) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Braden; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21391) for the relief of the estate of Vina
J. Alexander, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21392) for the relief of certain citizens of
Cynthiana, Ky.; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas: A bill (H. R. 21393) granting
an increase of pension to Thomas A. Stockslager; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. GALLAGHER : A bill (H. R. 21394) granting a pen-
sion to Ellen A. Kelly; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21395) granting an increase of pension to
Charles E. Bigelow; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAWLEY: A bill (H. R. 21396) for the relief of
W. R. Wells, administrator of the estate of James 8. Wells,
deceased ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. HILL: A bill (H. R. 21397) granting an increase of
pension to Joseph H. Vaill; fo the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HOWELL: A bill (H. R. 21398) granting a pension
to George B. Haight, alias Willinm Riley; to the Committee on-
Pensions.

By Mr. KORBLY: A bill (H. R. 21309) granting an increase
of pension to George W. Morgan; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. LANGHAM : A bill (H. R. 21400) granting a pension
to Roxanna Fleming; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21401) granting an increase of pension to
Hiram Shearer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 21402) granting an increase of pension to
John A. Eerr; to the Commitfee on Invalid Pensiohs,

By Mr. LEVY: A bill (H. R. 21403) for the relief of Bo-
lognesi, Hartfleld & Co.; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. MARTIN of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 21404) granting
an increase of pension to Theodore Y. Wattles; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.
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By Mr. POWERS: A bill (H. R. 21405) for the relief of
W. E. Hancock ; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21406) for the relief of John R. Gilbert;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R, 21407) for the relief of Fannie R. Pierce;
to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. PRINCE: A bill (H. R. 21408) granting a pension fo
Harrison Bernard Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. RUCKER of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 21409) for the
relief of Caldwell & Dunwody ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 21410) granting an increase
of pension to William E. McDowell; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions,

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: A bill (H. R. 21411)
granting a pension to Gilbert Van Vorce; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. SULZER: A bill (H. R. 21412) to authorize the Sec-
retary of War to recognize the services of Dr. John T. Nagle as
a medieal officer, who was employed as such during the Civil
War, by authority of the revised United States Army Regula-
tions of 1863, and who performed the duties of a medical officer
agreeably to Army Regulations; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. THISTLEWOOD: A bill (H. R. 21413) granting an
increase of pension to Jacob Blagg; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 21414) granting a
pension to Isaac Prosser; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21415) to remove the charge of desertion
from the record of O. D. Hendershot; to the Commitiee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. WEEKS: A bill (H. R. 21416) granting an increase
of pension to Edward N. Pomeroy; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. WHITE: A bill (H. R, 21417) granting an increase of
pension to Miller H. Hart; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21418) granting increase of pension to
Josephus Foster; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21419) for the relief of Robert 8. Forbes;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Petition of citizens of Laclede, Mo., for
enactment of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Association of Army Nurses of the Civil
War, for certain pension legislation; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, petition of Arecibo (P. R.) Loeal Union, No. 189, Jour-
neymen Tailors’ Union of America, asking that citizenship be
granted the people of Porto Rico; to the Committee on Insular
Affairs.

Also, petition of Central Federated Union of Greater New
York and vicinity, protesting against an appropriation for a
peace celebration of the treaty with England; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. AKIN of New York: Petition of Cigar Makers' Union
No. 483, of Gloversville, N. Y., for construction of one battle-
ship in a Government navy yard; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs.

By Mr. ANTHONY : Petitions of Councils Nos. 76 and 99,
United Commercial Travelers of America, protesting against
parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petition of the Courtier-Webb Co. and
other merchants of Pataskala, Ohio, protesting against parcel-
post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads,

Also, petition of German-American Alliance of Coshocton,
Ohio, protesting against enactment of legislation prohibiting
interstate commerce in liguors; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. BARTHOLDT : Petition of citizens of Wellston, Mo.,
for parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads. .

Algo, petition of Merchants’ Exchange of St. Louis, Mo.,
relative to International Congress of Chambers of Commerce;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Algo, petition of the Hilmer Commission Co., of St. Louis,
Mo., for enactment of House bill 20281; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

Also, petition of the Jewish Charitable and Educational
Unlon of St. Louis, Mo., protesting against illiteracy test in
proposed immigration legislation; to the Committee on Immi-
gration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of citizens of St. Louis, Mo., for construction of
one battleship in a Government navy yard; to the Committee
on Naval Affairs.

Also, petition of Johnson Bros. Shoe Co. and Missouri Slip-
per Co., of 8t. Louis, Mo., protesting against enactment of House
bills 11380 and 11381; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of the Wholesale Liquor Dealers of Kansas
City and E. B. Hill & Bro. Bottle Co. and Stark Distilling Co.,
of St. Louis, Mo., protesting against interstate-commerce liguor
legislation ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of Norvell-Shapleigh Hardware Co., the Day
Rubber Co., and Hagardine-McKittrick Dry Goods Co., of St.
Lounis, Mo., protesting against passage of House bill 16844;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BATES: Petition of Northwestern Pipe & Supply Co.,
of Erie, Pa., against House bill 16844; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BULKLEY : Memorial of St. Francis Young Men's
Society, of Cleveland, Ohio, for enactment of Esch phosphorus
bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BURNETT: Petition of citizens of Albertville, Ala.,
protesting against parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. CALDER : Petitions of Brown Durrel Co., of Doston,
Mass., and Geddes-Brown Shoe Co. and Havens & Geddes Co.,
of Indianapolis, Ind., protesting against passage of House bill
16844 ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of Polish National Alliance, protesting against
further restrictions in the immigration laws; to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of George W. Lane, of Brooklyn, N, Y., for pas-
sage of House bill 17470 ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. COOPER: Petition of P. A. Harriman and other citi-
zens of Elkhorn, Wis., in favor of enactment of House bill 9433 ;
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of members Company L, First Infantry Wiscon-
sin National Guard, for passage of House bill 8141; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

Also, petitions of Woman's Christian Temperance Union and
citizens of Lake Geneva, Wis., for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard
interstate liguor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COVINGTON: Petition of residents of Carmichael,
Mad., for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard bill to withdraw from in-
terstate commerce liquor shipments; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, petition of residents of Snow Hill, Worcester County,
Md., for passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard bill; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CURRIER : Petition of citizens of Ashland, N. H., for
the passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard bill to withdraw from in-
terstate commerce protection liguors imported into “dry” ter-
ritory for illegal use; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of ¥. B. Church, of Ashland, N. I, for passage
of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate commerce ligquor bill; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DANIEL A, DRISCOLL: Papers to accompany bill
for the relief of Paul Hirchfield; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. DYER: Petition of Hilmer Commission Co., of St
Louis, Mo., for enactment of House bill 20281 ; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

Also, petitions of Norvell-Shapleigh Hardware Co., J. F.
Conrad Grocer Co., and the T. B. Boyd Furnishing Goods Co.,
of St. Louis, Mo., protesting against House bill 16844; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FERGUSSON: Petition of Union No. 85, F. E. and
C. U. of A, in favor of parcel-post legislation; to the Commit-
tee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petitions of citizens of the State of New Mexico, protest-
ing against parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, memorial of Commercial Club of Taiban, N. Mex., for
amending the homestead laws; to the Committee on the Publie
Lands.

Also, petition of citizens of Portales, N. Mex., concerning
creation of divisions for Federal court-in New Mexico; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FLOOD of Virginia: Memorial of Farmers' Educa-
tional and Cooperative Union of Virginia, for Government
monopoly of tobacco, ete.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.




2864

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

Marcn 5,

Also, petitions of sundry citizens of Virginia, favoring the
reduction of duties on raw and refined sugars; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FLLOYD of Arkansas: Papers to accompany bill for
the relief of Noble J. McBride (H. R. 19570) ; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FOCHT: Petition of citizens of Juniata County, Pa.,
protesting against repeal of anticanteen law; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Algo, petition of citizens of Juniata County, Pa., favoring the

passage of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate commerce liguor bill;
to the Committee on the Judiciary. )
. Also, petition of citizens of Juniata County, Pa., favoring
joint resolution prohibiting sale, manufacture for sale, and im-
portation for sale of beverages containing alcohol; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 1

By Mr. FULLER : Petition of Illinois Retail Hardware Asso-
ciation, of Elgin, Ill., opposed to any further parcel-post legis-
lation, and favoring the creation of a commission to investigate
eost, etc.; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Rockford Manufacturers and Shippers’ Asso-

ciation, of Rockford, Ill., favoring 1-cent letter postage; to the |

Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Walter J. Miller, of Chicago, IlL, favoring
the passage of the Sheppard-Kenyon bill, concerning interstate-
commerce shipments of intoxicating liquors; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of E. J. Babcock, dean of University of North
Dakota, favoring the passage of the Foster bill (H. R. 6304),
relating to the mining industry, ete.; to the Committee on Mines
and Mining.

Also, petition of the International Dry Farming Congress,
favoring the passage of the Lever bill, for agricultural exten-
glon, ete.; to the Committee on Agricultur

Also, petition of the Elgin Board of Trade, of Elgin, Ill., for
the retention of the 10-cent tax on oleomargarine, ete.; fo the
Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of Lockwoed, Greene & Co., of Chicago, Ill, in
favor of a river and harbor bill; to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusefts: Petitions of Woman’s
Christian Temperance Union and other organizations of Gard-
ner, Mass,, for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor
bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GARNER : Petition of citizens of the State of Texas,
for improvement of Aransas Pass Harbor, Tex.; to the Commit-
tee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. GOLDFOGLE: Memorial from Russian Caviar Co.,
of New York, praying for a reduction in the duty on Russian
caviar; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Central Federated Union of Greater
New York, favoring the construction of a battleship at Brooklyn
Navy Yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, petition of Maryland Association of Certified Public
Aeccountants, protesting against the employment of chartered
accountants by the Government to the exclusion of certified ac-
countants; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Navy De-
partment.

Also, petition of Central Federated Union of Greater New
York and vieinity, in support of House bill 11032, regulating
the issuance of restraining erders and limiting the meaning of
the word “ conspiracy ”; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of Union No. 23, International Printing Press-
men’s and Assistants’ Union of North Amerieca, for increased
compensation to pressmen and assistants in the Government
Printing Office: to the Committee on Printing.

By Mr. HAWLEY : Petitions of Woman's Christian Temper-
ance Union and churches in the State of Oregon, for passage of
Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liguor bill; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, petitions of German-American Alliance of Nebraska and
Nebraska Wholesale Liquor Dealers’ Association, protesting
against enactment of prohibition or interstate liguor legislation;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of citizens of Salem, Oreg., for construction of
a battleship in one of the Government navy yards; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. HENSLEY : Petition of citizens of Bismarck, Mo.,
protesting against parecel-post legislation; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petitions of Woman's Christian Temperance Union and
churches of Williamsville, Mo., for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard
interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HIGGINS: Petitions of Woman's Christian Temper-
ance Union, of Groton, and churches of Mystic and Danielson,

Conn., for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liguor billy
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

_Also, petitions of German-American Alliance of Meriden, Tor-
rington, and Waterbury, Conn., protesting against legislation
affecting interstate shipment of liquors; to the Committee on
the Judieciary.

Also, petition of Central Labor Union of Meriden, Conn., in
favor of House bill 11032; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Shetuckett Grange, No. 69, of Scotland, Conn.,
opposing repeal of the anticanteen law; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, petitions of citizens of New London, Conn., for passage
fstﬁf ]ii’ouse bills 16802 and 18244; to the Committee on Indian

airs,

By Mr. HILL: Petition of William I. Hamlidge, of Danbury,
Conn., for the passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor
bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also (by request), petition of Spanish War Veterans of Win-
sted, Conn., in favor of a pension for widows of soldiers of the
Spanish War; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, petition of Woman'’s Christian Temperance Union of
Thomaston, Conn., against the establishment of the canteen
iffg at.jhe United States Army; to the Committee on Military,

TS,

Also, petition of citizens of Meriden, Uonn., with reference
to the construction of battleships and other matters connected
with the United States Navy; to the Committee on Naval

irs.

Also, petitions of South Norwalk (Conn.) Union of the Woman's
Christian Temperance Union and voters of the town of Norwalk,
for the speedy passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate com-
meree liguor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOWELL: Petition of citizens of the State of Utah,
in favor of the Lever bill for Federal aid for extension work
in agricultural colleges; to the Committee on Agriculture.

Algo, petitions of Child Culture Club and Woman’s Christian
Temperance Union, of Ogden, Utah, for passage of Kenyon«
gjheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the Ju-

ciary.

Also, petition of C. C. Jones and other citizens of Green River,
Utah, protesting against reduction in duties on sugar; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Child Culture Club, of Ogden, Utah, for
parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

By Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska: Petition of citizens of Over-
ton, Nebr., in favor of enactment of House bill 16689; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. KORBLY : Petition of a German Catholic society of
the State of Indiana, in regard to measures relating to Catholic
Indian mission interests; to the Committee on Indian Affairs,

Also, memorial of International Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers, relative to conditions at Lawrence, Mass. ; to the Com-
mittee on Rules,

Also, memorial of Indiana Historical Society, for certain ap-
propriation; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

Also, petition of citizens of Indianapolis, Ind., in favor of
goum bill 9433 ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post

oads.

Also, petition of citizens of Indianapolis, Ind., for legislation
prohibiting interstate shipment of liquors; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LAFEAN Petition of citizens of York Springs, Pa.,
for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liguor bill; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of residents of Hanover, Pa., protesting against
parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

By Mr. LAFFERTY : Petitions of citizens of Cove and Echo,
Oreg., for enactment of House bill 14; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Almeda Consolidated Mines Co., of Portland,
Oreg., for 1-cent letter postage; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads. .

Also, petition of L. N. Smith and others of Walloma, Oreg.,
relative to certain legislation; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. LEVY: Memorial of Union No. 23, International
Printing Pressmen and Assistants’ Union of North Anterica, for
increased compensation to pressmen and assistants in the Gov-
ernment Printing Office; to the Committee on Printing.

Also, memorial of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers’
Club of Buffalo, N. Y., relative to proposed international con-
ir;ss of chambers of commerce; to the Committee on Foreign

airs,
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By Mr. LOUD: Petition of citizens of Averill, Mich., for pas-
sage of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Commit-
tee on the J

By Mr. MAGUIRB of Nebraska : Petition of the Kearney
County Farmers’ Mutual Fire Insurance Co., for parcel-post
legislation ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Nebraska Woman’s Suffrage Association, for

rtain amendment to proposed constifutional amendment; to

e Committee on Election of President, Vice President, and
Representatives in Congress.

By Mr, MANN: Petition of F. L. Gregson and others of Chi-
cago, 111, in favor of providing for building of one battleship in
the Government navy yards; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. MONDELL: Petition signed by citizens of Laramie
County, Wyo., urging the enactment of a parcel-post law; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. MORGAN : Petitions of citizens of the State of Okla-
homa, for parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads. s

By Mr. NEEDHAM : Petitions of churches of Salinas and
Stockton, Cal., for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor
bill; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

Also, memorial of California Club, relative to right of fran-
chise; to the Commitiee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PAGE: Petition of a church organization in the State
of North Carolina, in favor of passage of the Webb bill, relative
to shipment of liqnor to the Committee on the Jud[ciary

By Mr. POWERS: Petition of citizens of eleventh congres-
glonal district of Kentucky, for parcel-post legislation; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of eitizens of eleventh congressional district of
Kentucky, for an American Indian memorial and museum build-
ing in the city of Washington, D. C.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. PRAY: Petition of residents of Lonepine, Niarada,
East Helena, Springdale, and Stevensville, Mont., for parcel-
g&t legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post

ds.

Also, petition of citizens of Dillon, Mont., against parcel-post
legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petitiong of residents of Culbertson, Glasgow, and Pop-
lar, Mont., favoring amendment to the homestead law allowing
three years' residence and extenmsion of time for cultivation
according to financial condition of homesteaders; to the Com-
mittee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. REILLY : Memorial of citizens of Naugatuck, Conn.,
for rejection of arbitration treaty with Great Britain, etc. to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. SLOAN: Petition of citizens of Hordville, Nebr., for
parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

Also, petition of citizens of Fairbury, Nebr., against parcel-
post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post

Rodds.

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: Petitions of churches of Snyder,
Tex., for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to
the Committee on the J pdiciary.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California : Petition of Vernon Ave-
nue Congregational Church, of Los Angeles, Cal., for passage of
JKenytim-Sheppa:d interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the

udiciary

By Mr. SULZER : Petition of W. G. Bates, of New York City,
for passage of the militia pay bill; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

Also, petition of Polish National Alliance, opposing further
restrictions in immigration laws; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

By Mr. TOWNER : Petition of John M. Hays and other citi-
zens of Creston, Iowa, favoring the passage of the Kenyon-
Sheppard interstate liguor bill; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Also, petition of citizens of Kent and Gravity, Iowa, against
parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

By Mr. WATKINS: Petition of citizens of Arcadia, La., for
passage of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liguor bill; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr: WILDER : Memorial of citizens of Leominster, Mass.,
protesting against proposed peace celebration between the United
States and Great Britain; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. WILLIS: Petltlon of the Rev. A. M. Smith and 70
other citizens of Van Buren, Ohio, asking for enactment of the
?enyt;n-&heppnrd interstate liquor bill ; to the Committee on the

udiciary.

SENATE.

WepNespay, March 6, 1912.

(Continuation of legislative day of Tuesday, March 5, 1912.)
The Senafe met as in executive session after the expiration of
Ehe recess, at 1 o'clock and 30 minutes p. m., Wednesday, March
, 1912,
Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I make the point that there is
no quorum present.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.
The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Bacon Cummins MecCumber Rlchardson
Borah Curtis McLean Reo
Bourne Dillingham Martin, Va. Sh}\'ely
Brandegee Fletcher Martine, N. J. Smith, Ga.
Briggs Gallinger Myers Smith, Mich.
Bristow Gardner I\elson Smith, 8, C.
Brown Gronna 0'Gorman Stephenson
Burnham Guggenheim Oliver Sutherland
Burton Hitcheock Overman Swanson

rlain Johnson, Me. ge Thornton
Clapg Jones Penrose Tiliman
Clark, Wyo Perey Warren
Clarke, Ark, Lippitt Perkins Wetmore

rawford Pomerene Works
Lor! Rayner

Mr. LEA. T desire to state that my colleague [Mr. TAYLOR]
is necessarily absent from the city.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-nine Senators have answered
to the roll call. A quorum of the Senate is present.

GENERAL AEBITRATION TREATIES.

The Senate resumed the consideration of the treaties of arbi-
tration between Great Britain and France and the United States.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, it had been my purpose to confine
myself in this discussion exclusively to a consideration of the
question as to what amendments ghould be adopted if these trea-
ties are to be put in a shape where they can command the sup-
port of those of us who think that in their present shape they are
extremely objectionable and obnoxious to the provisions of our
Federal Constitation. The wide range, however, of the discus-
sion yesterday afternoon will make it necessary that I should
go somewhat more largely into the subject than I otherwise
would have done.

We have before us, Mr. President, two treaties in identical
terms, although I believe the particular treaty under con-
sideration is that proposed to be made with Great Britain.
Naturally, sometimes, I presume, we will refer to them in
discussion in the plural and sometimes in the singular, but if
so, the reason will be understood.

There are, Mr. President, in fact, very few provisions in these
treaties which are at all new. There has been a very active
propaganda in the interest of the ratification of the treaties
which has naturally by reason of its activity and urgency
excited very widespread inferest. Yet it is a fact which I
think can be very clearly demonstrated that with the excep-
tion of the objectionable third clause to the third article there
is little or nothing in these treaties which is not already found
in existing arbitration treaties. If there is a difference in
words between the existing treaties and the proposed treaties,
it is trme that in the application of the provisions of these
treaties by the friends and advocates of the treaties to ques-
tions which may arise, there is practically little or no differ-
ence between the provisions found therein and the provisions
already found in The Hague convention and in the 25 general
arbitration treaties which we now have with other nations,
45 nations having been parties to The Hague convention, which
is a treaty between these 45 nations making prevision for the

t court of arbitration for the settlement of interna-
tional differences.

For instance, Mr. President, in the general treaties which
are now in force and which were negotiated in 1908 there are
found these words:

Provided, nevertheless, That they do not affect the vital interests, the
lndependence, or the honor of the two contracting States.

Those words are left out of the proposed treaties, those now
pending before us, and yet when pressed by those of us who
think that such matters should not be arbitrated except in
cases where the Senate voluntarily consents thereto, the advo-
cates of the treaties say that such questions would not be
arbifrated under the proposed treaties. So that with this
construction and application by the advocates of the proposed
treaties there is in this particular no practical difference be-
tween the existing arbitration treaties we now have with 25
nations and the treaties now before us for consideration.

I simply present that by way of illustration. The illustra-
tions could be extended, and they all of them are demonstrable

A}
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